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OPENI NG STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. PRI NCI P, CHAI RVAN, DEFENSE

BASE CLOSURE & REALI GNVENT COWM SS|I ON

Chairman Principi: Good afternoon. W're a few
m nutes early, but we seemto be ready to go, and we night
as well get on with it.

And | amcertainly pleased to wel cone the Navy/ Marine
Corps team the Honorable Gordon Engl and, Secretary of the
Navy, Admiral Vern O ark, our Chief of Naval Operations,
General M chael Hagee, Conmandant of the United States
Marine Corps. They're joined by Anne Rathnell Davis, Deputy
Assi stant Secretary of the Navy for Infrastructure Strategy
and Analysis, who is prepared to comment on the nethodol ogy
enpl oyed by the Navy and the Marine Corps in arriving at the
recommended | i st.

As | have noted in ny public remarks, the Congress
entrusts our Arned Forces with vast, but not unlimted,
resources. Every dollar consunmed in redundant, unnecessary,
obsol ete, inappropriately designed or |ocated infrastructure
is a dollar not available to provide the training or
research that could ensure continued dom nance of the sea,
air, and land, the battl espace, if you will, in which our
servi cenenbers fight.

Today's hearing will help shed nore |light on the Navy
and Marine Corps recomrendations for restructuring our

nation's defense installations and harnessing this process
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to advance long-termtransformation goals.

In support of that objective, we will hear testinony
today fromthe Departnment of the Navy's |eadership, the
deci si on-makers. | know that the Navy and Mari ne Corps have
poured an enornous anount of tine, energy, and brain power
into the final product that is the subject of our hearing.
It is only logical and proper that the w tnesses be afforded
the opportunity to explain to the Anerican public and to our
i ndependent Conmmi ssion what they propose to do to the Navy
and the Marine Corps infrastructure that supports our joint
mlitary operations.

As | have previously stated publicly, this Comm ssion
takes its responsibility very seriously to provide an
obj ective and i ndependent anal ysis of these recommendati ons,
and we wll carefully study each Navy, Marine Corps, and
Depart nent of Defense reconmendation in a transparent
manner, steadily seeking input fromaffected comunities to
make sure they fully neet the congressionally mandated
selection criteria. Those recomendations that
substantially deviate fromthe criteria, we will either
nodi fy or reject, as the facts and circunstances may
war r ant .

I now request our witnesses to stand for the
adm ni stration of the oath required by the Base C osure and

Real i gnnment Statute. The oath will be adm nistered by M.
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Dan Cowhi g.

[ Wher eupon, the witnesses were sworn. |

Chairman Principi: Again, welcone, M. Secretary. You
may proceed.

TESTI MONY OF HON. GORGON R ENGLAND, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY;,
ACCOVPANI ED BY ADM RAL VERN CLARK, USN, CH EF OF NAVAL
OPERATI ONS; GENERAL M CHAEL W HAGEE, USMC, COVIVANDANT
OF THE MARI NE CORPS; MS. ANNE RATHVELL DAVI S, DEPUTY
ASSI STANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY FOR | NFRASTRUCTURE
STRATEGY & ANALYSI S
Secretary England: M. Chairman, thanks for very nuch,

and nmenbers of the committee.

First, I want to thank everyone for the opportunity for
the | eadership team of the Departnent of the Navy to be here
today to provide for you an overview of our recomendations
for closure and alignnent.

Let nme say that -- first of all, let ne assure you that
the Departnment of the Navy will fully cooperate with you and
your staffs in making available all of our information, all
of our rationale. Qur people are avail able, at your
di sposal, so that you understand the basis for our
recommendations. W do appreciate your inportant role in
this process. You will find us fully responsive to your
needs. W'll do that in a very tinely manner. And we do

appreci ate your service on the Comm ssion, because this is
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an inportant and difficult task, and we appreciate your
servi ce.

| do have a witten statenent, M. Chairman, |'ve
submtted. |If you' ve had a chance to ook at it, you wl|l
find that it was witten as a sunmary, but also as a
roadmap, frankly, to help the Comm ssion, in termnms of
under standi ng our report. So, it is a summary docunent. |If
you haven't read it, you may find it useful, just as a
sunmary of the report, and as a roadmap of the report. So,
that's why it was prepared, to hopefully help you in that
regard

Now, as you are likely aware, the BRAC 2005 anal ysis
was divided into two parallel paths. The first was that the
Departnent of the Navy anal yzed Navy and Marine Corps uni que
functions -- that is, the operational support internal to
the Departnment and those activities that were not anal yzed
by the joint cross-service groups -- and our presentation
and di scussion today will focus primarily on the Depart nent
of the Navy uni que aspects. Then the second parallel path
is the joint cross-service groups. They analyzed Navy and
Marine Corps functions as they relate to simlar functions
across DOD. And our Departnent personnel -- that is,
Departnent of the Navy personnel, both civilian and mlitary
-- participate as working nmenbers of each of the joint

Cross-service groups.



Now, the Departnent of the Navy foll ows several key
principles for analyzing the Navy and Mari ne Corps uni que
functions. And, specifically, this is what we sought to do:

First, assess mlitary val ue, including jointness.

Two, elim nate unneeded capacity by consolidating
infrastructure.

Three, increasing force-protection effectiveness and
reduci ng costs through consolidation.

Four, to achieve net-positive cost savings as early as
possi bl e for each recommendati on.

If I can just summarize a little bit for you, our net-
positive cost savings are achieved for nost closures within
four years; 31 pay off imediately, 13 pay off within four
years -- so basically 43 pay off within four years -- and
t hen ni ne have | onger payoffs. So, we have a total of 53
recomendati ons that cover 63 bases, with nost of those
having a positive payoff within four years.

Fifth, we wanted to accommodate future operationa
concepts and the 20-year force projection

Si xth, provide sufficient capability for surge
requirenents.

And, lastly, inprove our business processes.

Now, based on these ground rules and our analysis, the
Departnent of the Navy is recommendi ng ni ne maj or closures,

46 smaller closures, and eight realignnments. Now, there are
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addi tional realignnments proposed by the joint cross-service
groups that affect the Navy and the Marine Corps, and these
are addressed in the joint cross-service group reports,
rather than in the Departnent of the Navy report. So,
Departnent of the Navy, joint cross-service, and they're two
separate reports. | believe you understand that, but we can
di scuss it as we go on today for further clarification.

As | look at the infrastructure footprint that wll
result fromall of these recommendations, | am confi dent
that it is nore than sufficient to fully support the future
Navy and Marine Corps force structure. Now, the 20-year
net - present val ue of the Departnent of the Navy recomended
actions is $8.4 billion, with steady-state savings of $817
mllion. And, again, the joint cross-service groups
recommendati ons and savings are in addition to these
nunbers.

| also want to nmention, as nenbers of the
Infrastructure Executive Council, the CNO the Conmmandant,
and nyself had the opportunity to review and coment on the
recommendati ons of the joint cross-service groups, and the
three of us fully support the recommendati ons and the
findi ngs of those groups. And, again, as noted, our
di scussion today will primarily be on unique requirenents,
but I want you to know that we fully support the other

recomrendati ons that were nmade by the joint cross-service
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groups. And those recomendations, by the joint cross-
service groups, wll be presented to you in the next two
days.

Now, Ms. Anne Davis, to ny right, is the Specia
Assi stant for the Departnent's BRAC 2005 process. She
reported directly to me, as Secretary of the Navy. She was
nmy direct-report, and she basically managed this entire
process. And she will be providing four you a summary of
our recomrendati ons and al so the detailed nmethodol ogy that
we used to devel op those recommendati ons. She'll discuss
the details, including our bottomup process of devel opi ng
the data and anal ysis that served as the basis of our
decisions. | wll enphasize, this is a totally bottomup
process based on data anal ysis and specific data that we
asked for fromall of our facilities. And she will discuss
that with you in detail so you understand the nechani sm and
t he nmet hodol ogy that we ultimately arrived at
recommendations that then resulted in decisions by nyself,
the CNO, and the Conmandant.

| do want to conment that this has been a very
difficult process for the Departnent, as all of our bases
are |ocated in comunities across America, where our nen and
wonen in uniform and their famlies, are highly regarded,
and where those enpl oyees have acconplished val uabl e and

i nportant work for Anmerica. Al of our conmunities have
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wel comed our presence. W do tend to provide a very
positive econom c inpact in those communities. Inportantly,
the other side of that coin is that we depend on conmunities
to support our mlitary. W have been, and are, nost

appreci ative of the support; however the world we live in,
our nation, and our Navy have undergone significant change,
and it's inportant that we adapt our infrastructure to neet
this new environnent.

I know this does not |essen distress for any of our
val ued comunities that have been bases recomended for
closure, but I do want themto know that their dedication to
the Navy and to Anerica is appreciated. W do ask that al
the communities affected by BRAC, whether gaining or |osing
sailors, marines, or Departnment of Navy civilians, work
closely with us as we work with themto adjust to these
maj or strategi c changes in the world.

So, | thank you for the opportunity just for making a
few sunmary comments. | would now like to turn it over to
Ms. Anne Davis, who will proceed with a discussion of our
nmet hodol ogy, a summary of our recomendati ons. And then the
four of us would be very pleased to engage in a dial ogue and
answer any of your questions.

Anne?

[ The prepared statenment of Secretary England foll ows:]

Ms. Davis: Thank you, sir.
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Chairman Principi, nenbers of the Comm ssion, it's an

honor to be here today.

As the Secretary noted, | am was throughout this
process, his Special Assistant for Base Cosure. | had a
nunber of roles. | was the director of the infrastructure

anal ysis teamthat supported the entirety of the effort. |
chai red the Departnent of the Navy anal ysis group, which did
the Navy uni que -- Departnent of the Navy uni que anal ysis;
as well as, with Vice Chief of Naval Operations and the

Assi stant Commandant of the Marine Corps, the co-chair of
the infrastructure eval uati on group; and nenbers of the
infrastructure steering group. So, ny role in the process
spans, really, the entirety of the process.

What | will be providing is an overview of the process
and net hodol ogy. W have, | believe, provided to you slides
so that you can follow al ong and take any notes on those.

Qur recomendations are the result of a rigorous
anal ytical process that built upon data collected from each
Departnent of the Navy activity. And we believe that, as a
result of that data source and, as the Secretary noted, the
bottomup review of the data, that we have arrived at a set
of recommendations that are the best ones for the Departnent
of the Navy of the future.

This is an outline of what I'lIl cover. W used these

three threads to informthe analytic effort ultimtely
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| eading to the recommendati ons, |ooking to find the right
base -- the set of right bases and the right places with the
right capabilities. Throughout the process, we ensured that
all of the discussions had both a strategic and operational
focus.

Qur process was built to satisfy the law. As noted, we
considered that there are four key requirenments in the |aw,
and the process attenpted to Iink each piece of it to a
requi renent of that law. We wanted to ensure that all bases
were treated equally. 1In that regard, we sought to | ook at
everything in a fair and objective way, as required by the
| aw. There were no pre-decisions in this process. And we
sought to obtain |like data for like types of installations
so that we could conpare themfairly.

We used certified data during the process of enploying
our anal ytical nmethodol ogy, both for capacity and mlitary
val ue, and then scenario analysis. And I'lIl go into a
little nore detail as to what each of those entail ed.

We incorporated the future, the 20-year force-structure
plan, into our capacity analysis. 1In addition, we fully
consi dered, as we | ooked at scenarios, whether the future
force structure would be able to fit at that set of bases
that were remaining. So we considered it throughout the
process.

And then, finally, the statutorily approved sel ection
12



criteria fornmed the basis of key elenents of the process.

Next slide.

W were guided by a set of strategies that were
devel oped by the Navy and Marine Corps |eadership. The rea
goal, as Secretary England noted, was to garnish significant
savi ngs and devel op that set of bases that would be able to
support both mlitary readiness and mlitary value for the
future. It goes -- this strategy goes hand in hand with
ot her transformational objectives that are ongoing in the
Departnent, initiatives that are ongoing in the Departnent,
to include the Human Capital Strategy Plan and Sea
Enterprise, as well as the Fleet Response Pl an.

Next slide.

W were organi zed to support the entirety of the
process, both Departnent of the Navy process and the joint
cross-service groups. As you see, we had an infrastructure
analysis team It was made up of both operational and |ine
and staff officers, civilians, and contract support, to
bring to bear the broadest experience that we could to
actually I ook at the data fromthe viewoint of people who
woul d need to use the installations as we were eval uati ng
them W also, within that group, had representation from
the Naval Audit Service and the Navy O fice of Genera
Counsel to ensure that our processes and controls were

effective, and that we were, throughout, conplying with the
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I aw.

That group supported -- that team supported the
Departnent of the Navy uni que process, as well as provided
support to each of the joint cross-service groups, so that
we were able to, froma data-collection and anal ysis
st andpoi nt, have visibility, not only to what was goi ng on
wi thin the Departnent of the Navy process, but also, within
the joint cross-service groups, provide the Navy fl avor
t hr oughout .

We had, as | noted, the Departnent of the Navy anal ysis
group that was charged with doing the analysis for the
Departnent of the Navy uni que functions and activities. In
addition, we forned -- with the nenbers of the Navy and
Mari ne Corps who were on the joint cross-service groups, we
formed a functional advisory board that nmet with our senior-
| evel group, the infrastructure evaluation group, to keep
them i nformed on what was going on within the joint cross-
service groups, in ternms of data and anal ysis and approach,
so that, throughout, the | eadership had visibility of the
whol e process across Departnent of Defense.

In the course of this, we had a total of 36 flag,
general officer, and senior executives engaged, actively
engaged, at -- in these various groups. They net frequently
t hroughout the last two and a half years. W, by ny tally,

had about 114 neetings, and nost of them were nulti-hour
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neetings. So there was a | ot of senior energy devel oped in

bot h | ooki ng at the data, evaluating the analysis that was

done by the team and then formul ati ng recomrendati ons t hat

went forward to the Secretary, the Conmandant, and the CNO
As noted here, we did have representation on the

infrastructure steering group and the Infrastructure

Executive Council. So, throughout, the Departnent was very
engaged.
Next sl i de.

W wanted to nmake sure that the totality of Navy and
Marine Corps activities and bases were | ooked at in the
process. And so, one of the very first things that we did
was identify all of the Navy activities -- Navy and Marine
Corps activities -- and ensure that they were, in effect,
assigned to a functional area. And this just displays how
that was done, and the total nunbers.

VWhat | note there, that we had a series of fencelines.

For us, that really is equivalent to bases, but | call them
"fencelines" instead of "bases" because we have a nunber of
Navy bases that are actually made up of nore than one pl ace.

For instance, Naval Base Ventura County is the command, but
it is made up of both Point Migu and Poi nt Huenenme. And we
wanted to make sure that we had accounted for not only the
bases in the aggregate, but also the individual fencelines

that have activities on them
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As you m ght inmagine, given the functional review, we
had a nunber of activities that we were | ooked at not only
by Departnent of the Navy, but also by one or nore joint
cross-service groups. And so, as you add up the totals of
the activities, you will cone up with a greater nunber than
is shown in the top. But we did do a review to nake sure
that everything was being covered analytically in the
process.

Next slide.

Data calls, for us, were really the foundation of the
process. They provided the certified data that was the
backbone of the analytic effort. One of the critical things
that we do -- it was a process that we enployed in the prior
rounds of base closure that provided to be, | think, very,
very beneficial to the Departnent, and that was collect the
data fromthe activity level. W went to the fol ks who know
what is on our bases and how it operates, and we collect --
we started there in collecting the data. |In each case, they
had to certify that the data was accurate and conplete to
the best of their know edge and belief. And then the data
was passed electronically -- we used a Wb-based dat a-
collection tool -- up a chain of command that included both
the installation conmanders, the installation side of the
house, as well as the m ssion side of the house, to make

sure that we had the right eyes on the chain -- the data as
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it noved up to the eval uation groups.

I note there the nunbers of data calls that were
issued. We started with a single-capacity data call that
went out to literally every activity within Departnent of
Defense. W followed up with mlitary-value data calls that
were targeted to the particular type of activity, the
functional activity, to make sure that, again, |ike-
activities received the same data call

When we got to scenario devel opnent, we, again, went to
the activities, both those that were proposed for -- to | ose
functions, as well as those that were proposed to gain
functions, to obtain information, financial and other
estimates, to determ ne what the cost and savi ngs,
envi ronnental , econom c, and other inpacts there m ght be
fromthe recommendati ons. And throughout the process, as we
di scovered both with -- as the result of the Naval Audit
Service field audit, as well as a review of the analysis
team that there were discrepancies in the data, we did
i ssue data calls and supplenental data calls to nake sure
that the information that we received was as conplete and as
good as we could nake it.

This displays, really, the process, and the various
steps in the process, what we did to ultimately arrive at
the recommendati ons. The diagram the -- is deliberate. 1In

our process, each step built on the step prior. And,
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t hroughout, we ensured that the mlitary judgnent of the
fol ks involved in the decision-making process was fully
i ncorporated in understandi ng both the data and what the
results were

For capacity analysis, what we sought to use were
relevant netrics that really captured the key el enents of
how you base particular types of functions. And we conpared
the aggregate of that against the requirenents of the 20-
year force-structure plan. So, | nmentioned at the outset
that we ensured the force-structure plan was taken into
consideration. W actually conpared the -- today's capacity
in a functional area against the capacity required for the
future force structure, and, fromthat, characterized what
the excess capacity m ght be.

The other reason for doing it that way was to nmake sure
that we could | ook at excess capacity in the aggregate, and
then |l ook at a variety of conbinations to see where that
excess could be elimnated, as opposed to trying to
determ ne particulars of excess capacity at any particul ar
base.

In terms of mlitary value, the selection criteria are
very broad. It permtted us to tailor the mlitary-val ue
matrix to particular functions. The actual val ue was
devel oped by our three-star evaluation group. W had a

series of questions and scoring statenents that related to
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each functional area and what was inportant in each
functional area, as well as to the particular selection
criteria. And the I EG went through a | ong process of

revi ewi ng each of those questions, devel oping a score for
each of those questions, mapping themto the sel ection
criteria, so that, at the end of the day, each question had
a total value that it related -- that related to its

i nportance in the overall schenme. And we'll be prepared to
provide all of those matrices and, obviously, all the
guestions and responses as we work with your staff to go
through the details of this analysis.

When we got to scenario devel opnent, we used a -- what
we -- is -- it's a mxed-integer |inear programm ng nodel,
not to cone up with set answers, but actually to develop a
set of alternatives that would allow us to | ook at the
various inpacts of either mnimzing excess capacity or
increasing mlitary value, |ooking at a variety of
conbi nations if you were to go to the nost extrenme, in terns
of nunbers of bases that m ght be closed, to |esser
conbi nations of that. And it really allowed us to explore
those tradeoffs as we went into scenario devel opnent. The
whol e process really was designed to be as accurate and fair
and responsive and responsible as -- process as we went
t hroughout the | ook at the data and the anal ysis.

Next sli de.
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Again, a schematic just to show how we noved t hrough
this process. Frequently, as we got to scenario anal ysis,
whi ch was actually the application of selection criteria 5
through 8, we discovered that there were things that we
didn't know. \Wen we | ooked at the actual data comng in
from bases, we |earned that there were things at bases that
we needed to nove. There were other things that allowed for
-- as we asked for the bases to cone in with informtion,
they had better ideas for particular |ay-downs. And when
that occurred, we actually devel oped additional alternatives
that were anal yzed.

As did that analysis -- and we did the anal ysis using
the COBRA nodel -- we tried very hard to nmake our estinates
conservative. W neither wanted to overstate savi ngs or
understate costs. W also didn't want to gold-plate
anything. And so, we wanted to |l ook to nake sure that we
were building to standards, that we were taking into account
the sorts of costs that m ght be needed at bases as we added
functions to existing bases. And, at the end, when we began
to see the total |ay-down, particularly the |ay-down with
the joint cross-service groups, we went back to | ook at
i npacts on individual bases and nmake sure that we had
accounted for the totality of the input, particularly with
regard to support infrastructure such as clinics and

bachel or quarters and the |ike, and nade sure that those
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were incorporated into our estinmates.

In the environnental side, we think we are much better
characterized now than we were ten years ago, and we used
the report that's provided to Congress every year to
under stand and consider the environnental restoration costs
at the bases that we reconmended for closure and
realignment. Wthin the COBRA nodel, we did include costs
associated with environnental conpliance and particul ars of
closure. For instance, in both New London and Portsnout h,
we ensured that the COBRA analysis, the costs in the COBRA,
i ncluded the costs associated with the nucl ear
decommi ssi oni ng of those facilities, which are not
envi ronnmental costs, but actually are, in effect, facility-
shut down costs.

Next slide.

This displays the -- really, the progression of the
anal ysi s throughout, and how we started w thin Departnment of
the Navy with the particular functions, went to a nunber of
scenarios that we analyzed, and then ultimtely resulted in
the 53 recomendations that the Secretary nentioned.

Next slide.

And these are the results: nine mjor bases, 46 ninor
bases, and eight bases realigned. And | think, at the
testinony yesterday fromthe O fice of the Secretary of

Def ense, they noted that their characterization of major
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bases really is a way of sort of drawing a line, in terns of

size, that the major bases are deened nmj or because they
have nore than $100 million in plant-replacenent val ue.

That doesn't nmean to inply that the m nor bases were
considered any less -- or deened any nore -- any | ess
inmportant. It really was just a way to segregate, sort of,
size, in terns of these recommendati ons.

We did receive one request froma | ocal governnent
relating to potential for closure. That was fromthe Cty
of Concord, California. W fully considered that request,
and one of our recomrendati ons does close part, although not
all, of those weapons station at Concord.

Now, what |1'd like to do is wal k through sonme of the
detail on howit played out, in ternms of the analysis, for
both -- for major/mnor closures, as well as for one of the
real i gnnents.

One of the mmjor closures, obviously, is the closure of
Sub Base New London. W started with the capacity anal ysis,
which, as | noted, was an analysis across the entirety of
the surface/ subsurface function. W |ooked at all places
wi thin Departnent of the Navy that had piers. That was
really the critical element. And so, the totality of the
uni verse included every place within the Departnent that you
could actually berth ships.

Overall, once we conpleted the characterizati on of
22



that, we subtracted out those bases that were not

operati onal bases, |ike weapons stations. And we have sone
air stations with piers; we subtracted those out. And, in
addition, at the operational bases, we added an all owance to
make sure that we could accommodate the Fleet Response Pl an,
that we coul d accommbdat e bot h mai nt enance and weapons
handling. So, in other words, we wanted to nake sure that
we had built in the flexibility to do the sorts of berthing
and hone-porting novenent as i s necessary at our bases.

Whien we had conpleted that, we had identified that
conpared to the future force-structure plan, we had an
excess capacity of about 88 cruiser equivalents. So, in
ot her words, space to berth 88 cruisers. W had factors
that identified every ship against a cruiser equivalent. A
carrier is four cruiser equivalents, as an exanple.

Fromthere, we noved into mlitary-value analysis. |
noted that we had a nunber of scoring statenents, a nunber
of questions. W had a total of 61 scoring statenents
within the mlitary-value analysis for surface/subsurface.
That was made up, in nost cases, of nultiple questions for
each scoring statenment. And, as a result of the analysis of
the key attributes for surface/subsurface, we devel oped a
set of mlitary-value scores for each base within this
uni verse that ranged from about 37 to alnost 75 as the

numeri c scores representing where those bases fell in
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conparison to each other

Fromthere, we used the capacity analysis and the
mlitary-value analysis to develop a set of alternatives for
closure. The actual alternatives that we | ooked at, and
| ooked at in multiple iterations, included potenti al
cl osures of New London, Pascagoul a, Ingleside, Sub Base San
Di ego, and Naval Station Everett.

The -- | note here the alternatives that we | ooked at
specifically relating to the East Coast submarine | ay-down,
| ooki ng at alternatives that noved subs from New London to
Norfol k, New London to Norfolk and Kings Bay, as well as
fromNorfolk to New London.

And then, finally, through the result of | ooking at al
of those alternatives, conparing all of the possibilities of
| ayi ng down the force on the East Coast in a variety of
different ways, the IEG ultimately took to the Secretary and
the CNO and the Conmmandant the recommendation to cl ose New
London and to nove the subnmarines to Norfol k and Ki ngs Bay,
and the sub school to Kings Bay. And I show the cost and
the savings and the resulting capacity decrease fromthere.

Next slide.

This map shows, for the surfacel/subsurface area, the
total of the recommendati ons and where we end up, as far as
basi ng | ay-down for our ships and submarines within the Navy

as a result of the total recomendati ons. W ended up
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essentially ensuring that, not only did we reduce capacity,
but that we also retained strategic dispersal between -- on
each coast, as well as the Pacific, and sufficient capacity
to allow for not only surge, but also, as | noted, home-port
changes and the potential flexibility of force-structure
changes in the future.

Next slide.

We followed a simlar process when it came to sone of
the m nor closures; for instance, Reserve centers and
recruiting districts. W evaluated for recruiting
districts, 31 of themoverall. W |ooked at a variety of
alternatives that would cl ose various nunbers of themin an
attenpt to really get the overhead m nim zed w thout
breaking the recruiting function. And through consultation
wi th Navy Recruiting Command, we concluded, finally, that
five recruiting districts was about the right nunber; and,
hence, have recomended closing five. The remaining -- the
recruiting stations that these recruiting districts manage
will be spread to the other recruiting districts. And, in
essence, the remaining system wll absorb the workload, the
managenent workload that is currently present in these five
recruiting districts.

Go to the next slide.

And this slows the nmap of the |ay-down. Essentially,

what's happening within the recruiting conmand functionality
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within the Navy is that it is organizing into two districts,
an -- or two regions -- an eastern region and a western
region, and they're |ooking to have the recruiting districts
be located in population centers that both are in proximty
to their recruiting stations, as well as access to
transportation hubs, so that they can actually ride the
circuit to visit the various recruiting stations. And we
bel i eve that our reconmendations foster that.

Go to the next slide.

And this represents an exanple of a realignnment. W
are recomendi ng real i gnnment of NAS Pensacola to nove
of ficer training to Newport, Rhode |sland, consolidated into
a single site, where it's co-located with other training, as
well as with the War Col | ege, which ends up with putting
Navy in a simlar position at Newport as the Marine Corps is
at Quantico, with a co-location of a nunber of different
types of training there. Again, the process was foll owed
t hroughout, starting with an initial capacity analysis.

One of the things we | earned when we | ooked at capacity
inthe training area, in particular, is that we were using
cl assroom capacity, classroomavailability, as a neasure of
capacity. And aboard multifunctional bases, our ability to
elimnate that excess is sonmewhat |[imted. Best way to
elimnate it is either to tear dowmn a building or turn it to

ot her use. But we do believe that the -- this realignnent
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will reduce overhead. It will allow for follow on training
at Newport for folks com ng out of OCS, which saves us PCS
costs, and, as | said, does create a degree of synergy wth
ot her training and education activities at Newport.

Next slide.

And this just displays that novenent.

Ckay, go to the nap.

This map shows all of the Departnent of the Navy
recommendations. W -- including the Reserve center
recomendati ons. For the Reserve centers, we wanted to nake
sure that we ended up wth a geographically-based, although
sl i med- down set of centers, and we believe we have
acconpl i shed that across the Departnent. And we'll be
prepared to go with your staff into any |evel of detail on
all of these recommendati ons.

Go the final slide.

As the Secretary noted, this was a bottom up process,
and we did base everything on the certified data collected
fromour activities. That analysis was -- the analysis of
the data was conducted by the team reviewed by the
Departnent of the Navy anal ysis group, who took forward
recommendations for a way ahead to the eval uati on group.
Fromthere, the Secretary, the CNO and the Conmandant were
gi ven an opportunity to weigh in and determ ne what

recommendati ons should go forward, ultimately, to the
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Infrastructure Executive Council .

W believe that the reconmmendati ons, at the end of the
day, advance the ains of the Departnent and are | ooking
forward to the opportunity to work with you and your staff
inreviewmng all of them

Thank you, sir.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you for a very detail ed
presentation on your process and nethodology. | think it

will be very, very hel pful.

Secretary England: Well, M. Chairman, just -- and
menbers of the Commission -- we took this extraordinarily
seriously. | nmean, this is a very, very serious

undertaki ng. W had very well-defined processes which we
foll owed rigorously throughout. In ny judgnment, it was

obj ective and very, very fact-based. And it was
conprehensive. It was extensive. W have provided you our
very best recommendati ons.

That said, you know, you'll be receiving sone
informati on we don't have the benefit of fromcommunities,
and recogni ze that, indeed, you may cone to other deci sions.

But, again, we will provide you all of our rationale, our
t hi nki ng, out data, and would be pleased to neet with your
staffs and analysts. At the end of the day, we want the
very best answers for America. So, we appreciate the

opportunity to be here.
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And, again, | think -- well, | know we've done the very
best we can do, as an organi zation, and now we'l|l support
you in your deliberations and findings for the next few
nont hs.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you, M. Secretary.

Adm ral dark, do you have any coments that you' d like

to add?

Admral Cark: | don't have a prepared statenment, M.
Chairman. | align nyself wth the cooments of the Secretary
and say that -- reinforce that this is -- there are severa

attributes of this that | think are very inportant. Never
bef ore has a BRAC had this kind of focus on jointness. It
was a key part fromthe very begi nning of the process.

I want to enphasize that Navy representation was
clearly evident on each of those teans. They kept ne
appri sed of what they were doing, although ny review -- ny
ability to inpact that process was at the executive-review

| evel , where it shoul d be.

The -- I'mtaken by the nature of the process and the
analytics. | will tell you that when | started this
process, | had one objective in mnd, and | was vocal about
this. Wien this -- when we were conpleted with our actions,

I wanted to be able to sit in front of this commttee, and |
wanted -- in front of this Conmssion -- and | wanted to be

able to testify to the fairness and the thoroughness of the
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anal ytic process and to the manner in which we had sought to
make it as objective as possible. And it is ny view that we
have done just that, and | |look forward to the interchange.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you, Admral.

Gener al Hagee?

General Hagee: Sir, | would just underline what
Admral Cark said. This is the first BRAC process that |
have been involved in. | was really quite surprised on the
amount of data that were collected and the nunber of man
hours that went into this. W really focused on | ooking for
joint solutions, and | support the recommendati ons and | ook
forward to your questions, sir.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you, General. Thank you all.

Let ne begin the questioning by focusing on the closure
of New London Subnarine Base. The nove of assets from New
London to Kings Bay, |eaving Norfol k aside for the nonent,
is alarge nove, in a relative sense. And | know that
mlitary value is the highest criteria that we need to
consider, and rightfully so, but 1'd like to skip over
mlitary value for a nonent and focus on the four other
criteria.

| understand that slightly over 3200 personnel wl|
nmove from New London to Kings Bay, which represents about a
21 percent increase in the enploynent base in St. Mary's

netropolitan area, which is, obviously, a large, large junp
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in enploynent in a relatively, | guess, small county of St.
Mary's. One of the factors we have to consider is the
ability of the receiving installation, both on the mlitary
base of Kings Bay, as well as in the community, to support
the increased personnel and m ssion and dependents that'|
be noving into that area. | haven't been to Kings Bay in
quite sone tinme, but the last tine | was there, it certainly
appeared to ne that they had imted infrastructure on Kings
Bay, on the base itself, and certainly very, very limted
infrastructure in the county, in terns of roads, schools,
housi ng.

Can you tell me, have you done the analysis to say that
St. Mary's County and Kings Bay can support this |arge
i ncrease? Your cost estimate of $679 million seens sonewhat
|l ow to ne, although construction costs in Georgia are a | ot
| oner than the Northeast, for exanple. But could you just
address this issue, please, about what the costs are going
to be to build up the infrastructure on Kings Bay to support
this increased assets, as well as, Can the county support
it?

Secretary England: Let ne -- M. Chairman, if | can,
let me -- | have sonme nunbers, | believe, in that regard.
Qur estimate is, it would cost $238 million at Kings Bay
itself, at the base, and that includes changes we have to do

for piers and that sort of thing, but it's al so housing on
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the base, it's healthcare on the base. So the facilities on
t he base woul d expand, and we have the capacity to do that,
and we have costed out all of that, and that's part of the
cost analysis that goes with this reconmended nove.

W al so had the commanders -- we did at all of our
bases -- we had the conmander work with the community. And
they | ooked at all the attributes in the communities. They
| ooked at education and chil dcare and housi ng and nedi ca
providers, transportation, utilities, police force -- al
those attributes were considered, and that is all part of
the certified data that was part of this whol e deci sion
process. And, again, we have that data for your perusal.

So the answer, M. Chairman, is, we did |look at all --
in all of our noves, we | ooked at both ends of this, whoever
was, you know, |osing and noving, and whoever was on the
receiving end. W -- so, we |ooked at the analysis at both

ends of this to nmake sure that it all fit within the

criteria.

Chai rman Principi: Wat are the costs to cl ose down
New London? | nean, just both -- you know, just closing it
down -- the environnental issues that are going to have to

be addressed. Are those all taken into consideration? Do
you have a figure on what the total cost of closing New
London are going to be to the Navy?

Secretary England: | believe it was in that chart.
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Total cost was --

Ms. Davis: Right.

Secretary England: -- 600 and sonething -- 653. That
is the total cost.

Chai rman Principi: That's the total cost including
cl osi ng New London and buil di ng out Kings Bay?

Ms. Davis: Yes, sir, it is. 1'll have to get you the
detai |l ed breakdown on that. But we did, in the context of
that, as | noted, include the nmanagenent costs for the
shutdown. We did include the deconm ssioning costs for the
facility at New London. My recollection is that that was
sonething in the nei ghborhood of $9 million, but |I'm not
entirely sure. |1'd have to get you -- and we'll provide
that for the record

The environnental costs, as you know -- and this is
consistent with the policy provided across Departnent -- or
foll owed across Departnent of Defense were not added to
COBRA -- the cleanup costs -- but they were provided for the
consi deration of the decision-nmakers.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

Secretary England: But the bottomline is, M.

Chai rman, the nunber, the 679, is all the total cost, so
that's all of the up-front cost associated with this nove,
both at New London and at Kings Bay. So that's the total

cost that we can identify -- and, again, all those details
33



-- but that's all the costs we could identify. So, the
answer is, to the very best of our know edge, we have
included all of our -- all the costs.

Admral Cark: Can | say one thing about scope?
think it's inmportant to -- but, first of all, New London is
a perfect exanple to raise when we tal k about very, very
difficult choices. First of all, we have a heritage in New
London. By the way, |I'ma surface guy, but | was stationed
i n New London, Connecticut, for two years. W have -- you
know, these bases -- we established personal rel ations.
This is difficult.

But here's what -- the circunstances we face. A few
years back, we had al nost a hundred attack submarines. W
-- our nunber's in the fifties now, and |I've testified and
subm tted docunentation that nmy belief is the nunber in the
future is going to be sonewhere in the neighborhood in the
low forties. M nunber is 41. W' ve got too nuch
structure.

In order for us to have the Navy that we need to have
in the future, we have got to redirect resources to the
recapitalization process. And over the course of the al nost
five years that |1've been the CNO this has been one of ny
maj or efforts. Anne Davis called it Sea Enterprise. |It's
our initiative to learn howto run this place nore

effectively.
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So, for us, it was really -- and was -- to nake sure
that we have strategic dispersion, we wanted to retain two
sites on each coast. And so, we're |ooking -- you know,
this, then, | ooked at where we had grow h room and where we
did not have growh roomfor uncertainties in the future.
And we believe that this is the right choice. And we
bel i eve that when you anal yze the anal ytical data, when you
| ook at the analytics behind this, you'll see the logic for
our reasoning.

Chairman Principi: And froma strategic mlitary-
val ue perspective, it makes sense to --

Admral Cark: Yes, sir. Yes, sir. And | wll tell
you, | have sought the counsel of the senior submariner that
| have in the United States Navy, Active Duty, four-star
officer. | sought his counsel in -- with this in mnd; not,
Where do | want to be next year? The thing about this --
this question is, Wiere do | want to be in 20 years? Wat
do I want this to ook |ike? And to get there, you' ve got
to start. And this -- the recommendati on that we provi ded
is the direction to get us where we think we need to be 20
years from now.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

M. Hansen?

M. Hansen: | thank you, M. Chairnan.

Let ne say, in the past | had the opportunity of
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working with Secretary England in some very sticky and
difficult problens, and he handled themso well -- | just
wanted to conplinment you. | was just amazed. And
conpl i ment you, also, on your new position, if you consider
that a conplinment or condol ences, either way you want to

| ook at it.

[ Laught er. ]

Secretary England: | do, and | thank you very nuch,
M. Hansen.
M. Hansen: |It's always great to work with Admira

G ark, and who will be retiring shortly, | understand. And
he's witten an enviable record in the Navy, and we
appreciate him

You know, | renmenber a few years ago, after we
supposedl y brought down the Soviet Union, in Room 2118 of
the Arned Services there, we had sone of the generals and
admrals of the old Soviet Union in, and we got into sone
very interesting discussions. And sone of those discussions
were, How did the United States do better than they did?
And basically it boiled down to technology, is that -- we
were ahead of themin so many, many, many different areas.
And they all said that. And then they kind of Iiked our way
of life, also, as | recall, because we got into that.

As | look at the Navy now and | ook at what you're going

through -- ny goodness, as | see these new ships that you're
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| ooking at, they |l ook |ike sonething out Star Wars, al nost.
And then you've got the Joint Strike Fighter com ng al ong.
VWhat effect will that have at all on how you reconfigure or
work with your naval depots at this time? Do you -- can you
see any effect as you see this technol ogy change com ng
about ?

Admral Clark: | absolutely do. In our programthat's
before the Congress as we speak, only one of the platforns
has delivered, and all the rest of themare in our future --
DD( X), LCS, CV/M21. Virginia-class subnmarine is the only --
of -- and LPD- 17, maritime pre-positioned force and fl eet of
the future -- only the Virginia-class subnmarine has
delivered, of this whole new class and famly of ships; and
that, just a few nonths ago.

So, the future is out in front of us, and the
technol ogy i s changi ng everything. Let nme give you an
exanple. Next nonth, we will go lay the keel on Littora
Conmbat ant Ship. |It's going to change everything. Littora
Conmbatant Ship wll be a smaller platform On June the 2nd,
we will lay the keel. It will be -- it will capitalize on
t he genius of our people. And young people today are
conmput er whizzes, and it'll be roll-on/roll-off plug-and-
play or plug-and-fight technology. This wll -- in fact,
that, along with new operational concepts that we've put in

pl ace the last five years -- Sea Swap is an exanpl e; Fleet
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Response Pl an, a much nore responsive force, a nuch nore
capable force -- all of these things are changing for the --
will create change in the future.

Here's a key point. M. Davis nmade the point that we
used conservative estimates. Let nme give you one key
exanple. Wth Sea Swap, we have proven that we can provide
roughly a third nore operational capability with the sane
nunber of ships than we had in the old operational concept.

And that was, now we send a ship forward and we rotate the
crews instead of sending the ship back and forth. Wen we
do that, we are going to be able to produce nore conbat
capability with fewer ships. W did not go way down the
line and say, okay, this BRAC is based on sone future nunber
that's way down. W started -- | started tal ki ng about 375
ships, M. Secretary, four years ago, and it was an estimate
for the future. In the mddle of this BRAC process, we went
and recal cul at ed, based upon the trendlines we see in the
future, to 260 to 325 ships. W ran the analysis on the
high end of that. W are betting on no -- in other words,
we were conservative in our estimates, and ny estimation is
we Wil end up with nore capacity than we need, even with
t hese reconmendati ons.

M. Hansen: Now, if | may ask this question, |I know
it's kind of fashionable to talk environnent, and | know

that part of your criteria is environnental cleanup and al
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that kind of stuff, but |I have to think back over the many,
many hearings that we had in the Arned Services Comm ttee,
and also in the Resource Cormttee. And many tinmes we had a
commandi ng of ficer fromone base or another in front of us,
and they lanmented the fact of how difficult it was -- Canp
Pendl eton is an exanple of that -- that the youngsters
couldn't even cone in and dig a foxhole, because they were
afraid they would hurt sonething. Qher areas, we had --
every service, except the Air Force, cane in and tal ked
about how difficult it was to do it. And | think you're
shackl ed, to a certain extent, and naybe, Conmandant, you
would |ike to corment on that problemyou ve got. | read it
differently as | read how everyone is trying to appease a

| ot of these environnental things, which, in ny opinion, are
very extreme in many instances. | think we all want to be
good stewards of the land, but | think the mlitary is

real ly under the gun, in a way, because they have that

uni que property that kind of lends itself to the -- whatever
it may be on that property. Do you have a problemwth
that, Conmandant, if | may ask?

General Hagee: Oh, yes, sir, we do. Thank you very
much for that question. There is a very real challenge, not
only with training ground forces, but training air forces.
And the way we approached this BRAC is that we're probably

not going to get any nore training areas, either ground or
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air. W need to preserve those training areas -- ground
training areas and aviation training areas that we have.
And that is truly mlitary value that we get fromthose
training areas. So, | think that you'll see, in our BRAC
recomendati ons, that we retain those particular training
areas. But | do not see that chall enge going away, sir.

Il would Iike to add a little bit to what Admral C ark
sai d about our increased capability. And he spoke very
el oquent |y about what we're going to be able to do in the
future. There are two platforns that are com ng on -- the
Joint Strike Fighter and the M/-22 -- where we | ooked for a
joint solution for training, where, for the Joint Strike
Fighter, we're going to establish a -- we, the Departnent of
Def ense, will establish a joint training facility down in
Florida to handle all the pilots going into that remarkable
aircraft. And we're going to establish a joint training
facility for MV-22, Navy and Marine Corps, in North
Carolina. So, as all three of us said during our opening
statenent, we | ooked at joint solutions for sone of the
chal I enges that we're going to have in the future.

M. Hansen: Thank you very nmuch. Thank you for your

response.
Chai rman Principi: General HII?
General Hill: Thank you. Thank you, M. Secretary and

Adm ral C ark, General Hagee, and Ms. Davis, for comng and
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tal king with us.

We have all been struck with this particular BRAC set
of recommendati ons because of the great jointness that's in
it. And knowing the two of you, and old conrades, | would
have expected nothing less. W're -- as | said to the
Secretary yesterday, we becane joint in 1986, essentially at
the point of a congressional gun. W're not as joint as we
shoul d be today, and we're not as joint as we will be
tonorrow. So, | applaud you in all of that.

A coupl e of questions, and I'd |like to go back to the
New London issue. And I'mgoing to tie it back into a
di scussi on of the Norfol k area.

One of your alternatives |isted taking submarines out
of Norfolk and putting themup at -- either dividing them
bet ween Ki ngs Bay or New London; therefore, you could have
kept New London open and not add to the already |arge growth
that's in Norfolk. Wiy -- how did you cone to that? -- is
nmy question.

Ms. Davis: As --

General Hill: Yeah, why not -- why not go New
London/ Ki ngs Bay versus Norfolk --

Ms. Davis: Norfolk?

General Hll: -- Kings Bay?

Ms. Davis: To a great degree it involved a nultiple --

multiple things. One, capacity, and avail abl e capacity.
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The second was, frankly, mlitary value. Wen we |ooked at
the capabilities, as reflected in the mlitary-val ue scores,
both Kings Bay and Norfol k had a significantly higher
mlitary value than New London did. And it becones, |
think, difficult to explain to the Conm ssion, particularly
after follow ng our process, or trying to nake sure that we
could articulate well the linkage of mlitary value to the
ultimate recommendati ons, to have gone the other direction.
Admral Clark: My | coment? Let ne give you an
exanple of -- and | -- the other day at the press
conference, when we were there with SECDEF and the Chairman,
| said one of, I think, ny fourth -- third criteria was
resources. If we noved all the submarines out of Norfolk --
and | bring this up, because it's sonething |I woul d hope
that would get center stage in your deliberations -- we nove
all the submarines out of Norfol k, what happens? W don't
cl ose the base. W marginally affect the public-works
structure on the base and sone of the ancillary support
pi eces. But you don't save any -- you don't save |large
resources -- and this nove is a billion-six, in that
category -- until you close the fenceline. M. Davis used
the term"fenceline.” Moving out of Norfolk and
consolidating in two other places would have been al nbst no
ef fect.

So, at this -- part of this process -- and you'll see
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it in our deliberations. Qur deliberations are -- we're

| ooking -- and my guideline to ny team was, "Renenber this.
It's got to be good for sailors. It's got to be good for
the taxpayer, too." And so, froma resource point of view,
the ability in every one of -- every tine they brought
recommendations to nme, | was | ooking forward return on

investnment. The Secretary made the point, "You find our
recommendations -- we're |looking for a payoff as fast as we
can get it." Part of the Sea Enterprise journey for us,

| eani ng how | arge organi zations out in the civil sector run
the business, is that they don't invest in things that are
going to take years and years and years and years and years
to pay off. W tried to focus. And you'll see that we have
focused largely where we can get return on our investnent as
rapidly as possible so that we can reinvest it in the
future.

Secretary England: And, General, if | can coment, |
think for all the deliberations of the week, when you | ook
at everything associated with Departnent of the Navy, we
have tried to optim ze across the Departnent, not at a
| ocation. So, you will see, in sone areas, where we may
have a better-perform ng base than sonmewhere el se, but if
you nove -- but if you nove work into that base, that would
seemto be nore optimum but the costs at the other

facilities greatly outweigh that. So, we didn't |ook at a
43



specific areas. W tried to work across the Departnent, in
terms of both value and savings. And when you | ook across a
Departnent, you, in nost cases, get different answers than
if you | ooked at just one narrow deci sion.

General Hill: Okay. Staying in the Norfolk area, |
was surprised when | saw the recomrendations, that Cceana is
not in there. 1In terns of encroachnent, there's probably --
you have probably no other place that's nore encroached on
your airspace and your ability to train and do all those
things. Did you |look at alternatives for Cceana, and even
extrene alternatives, |ike maybe noving themto an Air Force
base?

Adm ral C ark: The answer to your question is,
absolutely. Do you want ne to say nore? Talk about --

[ Laughter. ]

General Hill: ©h, yeah, please.

Admral Cark: Ckay. | talked to -- at length to John
Junper; said, "Can | have an Air Force base?" You wll see
-- and | have sone -- as we |ooked at mlitary val ue and

operational inperatives, getting a base in the nmddle of the
country was not going to be of nuch value to ne. |[|'ve got
to have one that's closer to the water, or else it's not --
it ends up -- it's back to the Secretary's point, the
operational costs are -- cost nme a fortune. So, you know,

we had sone rule sets. W worked at it. The places that we
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could go -- oh, and there's one other factor. It was going

to cost us nore noney to split a place |ike Cceana -- you
know, we have a -- first of all, it's a |arge base --

General Hill: Yeah.

Admral Cark: -- do it had -- we had to have a large
place to take it, or we had to split it anong a |large -- you

know, a nunber of places, which then runs your overhead up.
And when you do the business analysis of that, it didn't
wor k out .

So, I will tell you that we | ooked hard at the Cceana
I ssue. There are known encroachnent issues. And we cane
out of it the way the recommendation is submtted.

General Hill: One final question fromne, and it's a
-- at the risk of being flip -- eight, nine years ago, you
noved the Warfare Devel opnent School from Norfolk to
Newport; and, in this BRAC, you're noving it from Newport to
Norfol k. |'m hard-pressed to understand that, good friend.

Admral Clark: Let nme see if | can help. You know, |
-- I've had this job quite awhile, |onger than anybody
except one other person in history, and | onger than anybody
in alnmost, | guess, 50 years. M priority -- one of ny top
five priorities when | got here was alignnment. And ny
personal project in year one was alignnent. | created a
command cal |l ed Fl eet Forces Command. The Secretary and |

set out to create -- and, frankly, we got sonme of that from
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your service -- we thought we needed a conmand that was able
to pull -- first of all, manage the organi zed trai n-and-
equip Title 10 function in the continental United States.

W didn't have that. W had an East Coast and a West Coast
structure. Then we gave that conmander the responsibility
to collate and do a universal input fromthe entire fleet on
future requirenents and operational requirenents. And then
we gave themresponsibility for doctrinal devel opnent.

And the reality was, an assessnent of the way it had
devel oped in the past, we canme to the conclusion that it was
noved up there to link with the War Col |l ege, and we wanted
tolink it nore closely with the equivalent of the United
States Arny's Forces Command and t he equival ent of the
United States Air Force's Air Conbat Command.

And so, we have al ready passed operational control and
adm ni strative command of that structure to our new command,
call ed Fl eet Forces Command, and we believe that we will get
synergy of effort by putting it in NorfolKk.

General Hill: Thank you.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

Chai rman Principi: General Newton?

General Newton: Thank you, M. Chairman.

Secretary England, Admral d ark, General Hagee, Madam
Secretary, thanks again for your time and in sharing this

detail ed anal ysis which you presented to us today. W
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certainly appreciate that.

There is a lot of this information which you're
speaki ng about that we do not -- analysis that we do not
have avail able to us yet, and, therefore, there are sone
guestions that you probably would say, "Well, that's a
| ogi cal question. You probably should know t he answer to
that." But the answer -- the fact is, we don't yet. So, we
are trying to clinb this very tall nmountain that we find in
front of us.

Let ne go back to the sub base again. And you spoke
about the mlitary value there. Can you share with ne for a
nonment, was that difference between, say, New London and
other location, a drastic difference in that mlitary val ue?

Were we close, or how would you arrange that?

Ms. Davis: If I may -- and let nme | ook at ny note --
the -- as we -- as | noted on that, New London was 12th out
of 16 active bases. The actual mlitary value of New London
was in the -- as | recall, in the Iow 50s, with the nmaxi mum
of the nunber-one, -two, -three bases being about --
exceeding 70. So, there really was a range. M good staff
just handed ne the actual scoring.

The real breakpoint that we saw, as nuch as any ot her
single thing, came when you started | ooking at the
mul ti functi onal bases, which scored in the md-to-high 60s,

conpared to the New London score of 50. So, yes, there was
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a drastic difference.

I'd have to say, though, that the -- what that
difference represents, totally aside fromjust a nunerica
score that allows you to conpare, really isn't seen until
you | ook at the actual answers to the questions, because the
score itself is an aggregation of a ot of data. And so,
what nekes one base fall |ower or higher on a particul ar
list, you need to | ook at the detailed questions. And we
will be happy to review those with the staff.

General Newton: Well, thank you very nuch. Reference

Secretary Engl and: Pardon ne, General. Hopefully -- I
understand, by tonorrow, the plan is, hopefully get you all
this data. That's the last | heard today. You know, we're
goi ng through, just making sure -- releasability, et cetera.

But the last | heard today is, hopefully you will have al
that data tonorrow. So --

General Newton: Thank you, sir.

Secretary England: -- then we'll be able to have nore
detai | ed di scussi ons.

General Newton: We'd greatly appreciate that. That
woul d be very, very hel pful.

Ref erence jointness -- and certainly we were thinking
about that during the conversation of Cceana -- are you

confortable that we achi eved as much of that as we shoul d
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have, could have, during this process? bviously, there

m ght have been an opportunity -- or you woul d have hoped
for another opportunity for maybe another |ocation. And I
don't know if there's something of that size, when you | ook
at any of our other installations, the size to take that
full inpact of the flying operation which you have at
OCceana, which is massive, and it's obviously critical to
your mssion. But did we get the anount of jointness, or
did you see the anmount of jointness com ng out of this that
you're confortable with, both of you, as mlitary
conmander s?

General Hagee: Yes, sir. As far as |'mconcerned, we
di d.

Admral Cark: Yeah. And | feel |Iike we made great
strides. That doesn't nean that we didn't | eave sone things
on the table. W did. But we did because of the
recommendation of the joint cross-service groups and where
t he payoff was.

Let ne give you an exanple. One of the recommendations
-- you're going to see "emall, so let nme be very direct and
straightforward about it -- we noved -- we had one
recommendati on that noved airplanes all over the place, and
it was incredibly joint when we were finished. It also
ended up costing nme a bunch of noney. And | renenber, in

t he executive council, | commented about the fact that |'ve
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been working for alnost five years to shorten this training
pipeline. And the training pipeline costs ne real dollars.

It costs us manpower dollars. And this nove was going to
make us nore joint, but it was not going to pay off. And
the council canme together and said, this is -- you know, it
woul d have advanced jointness, but this wasn't the right
thing to do.

So, could we have done nore? Yes. But at what -- you
know, what would be the criteria? Wat would be the
st andar d?

| believe that the solution we -- where we -- the
recomendation that's before the Conmission will --
obviously, it's nore jointness than anything that's ever
come up here before, and | believe it's nade great strides
in the process. But | -- it's, as General Hill said, and I
know you woul d agree, that this -- jointness is a journey,
and it wll continue. Future groups will see other things,
and think will develop that are possible in the future that
aren't going to be possible today.

M. Hansen: | mght nmake one additional comment. It
doesn't directly bear on BRAC, but it actually cane out of
t he BRAC di scussions, and actually the discussion that
Admral Cark was tal king about, when we | ooked at the
trai ning pipeline and how we could nmake that nore joint.

And, as Admral Cark said, we found that it cost us a great
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deal of noney, and we got pilots later. But one thing that
the service chiefs did discuss is true jointness. And that
IS putting instructor pilots -- Navy instructor pilots with
Marine instructor pilots, with Arny instructor pilots, with
Air Force instructor pilots. That cane out of that
particul ar discussion. And now you're talking about real
jointness, and not just putting individuals wearing

di fferent uniforns together.

Admral Cark: Can | say one nore thing about this
busi ness of the Navy/Air Force aviation thing? Here's
another thing that's going to get your attention as you
exam ne the data. The only guidance that | gave ny teamin
t he begi nning was, "Renenber, the good Lord isn't creating
any nore airspace and waterfront property, so let's make
sure we've got this right." W do not want future people in
the Navy, future |eaders, to | ook back and say, "Wy did
they do that in '05?"

John Junper and | worked at this. The reality is, he
has the sane challenge | do with regard to airspace. And
so, as you well know, airspace then beconmes a prine issue,
and John Junper was in the position that he was | oadi ng up
bases that | would like to have gone to. And so, it wasn't
an inpasse. You know, it was -- back to the -- Secretary
Engl and' s comment about | ooki ng across the enterprise and

getting a solution that is going to work to the benefit of
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the entire structure.

Thank you.

General Newton: Very good, thank you very nuch. And
if you need another pilot, I am always avail abl e.

[ Laught er.]

Chai rman Principi: M. Skinner?

M. Skinner: Thank you very nmuch, M. Chairman. Thank
you, gentlenen, for testifying.

I want to tal k about several issues that -- nunber one,
I"'m-- we're going to get the financial analysis, so maybe,
Secretary Davis, this is directed to you. It |ooked to ne
t hat New London, we've got a 20-year savings of 1.576
billion and we've inpacted over 15,000 jobs. In Atlanta,
closing Naval Air Station Atlanta, which |ooks |ike a no-
brai ner, by the way, 2100 jobs and 910 mllion, alnost 60
percent of what we're going to save in New London, with
about 20 percent of the jobs. Pascagoula, 1760, with a
savings of 665 mllion. So, it appears to ne that if you
| ook at the inpact on the community, which | recognize,
financially, doesn't appear in your budget, it appears to ne
that -- | was wondering how that is considered in taking
into all these considerations, because, as you know, those
jobs off -- flow off incone. Al that incone flows to the
federal budget, and the Defense Departnent gets nore than

anybody el se, other than HHS.
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Secretary England: M. Skinner, let nme just say this.
First of all, our first criteria was mlitary value, so it
had to make sense froma mlitary-value point of view That
said, we did want to end up, you know, saving noney, because
that's an inportant resource for the Departnment of the Navy.
But it was mlitary value. And, in this case, it is
difficult in New London, but it's also $1.75 billion.

Now, we are not allowed to consider all the input from
the community, frankly. W consider certified data, and our
decision is based on that. Now, you can | ook broader than
that, you know, wth community input. But it was a
mlitary-val ue decision for us. It was a very large
savings. And, in our judgnent, it was the right decision
for us to nmake, because it was infrastructure that we did
not need for our future Navy. So, we did not need the
infrastructure. It did save resources, and it did have a
high mlitary value. So, you know, in our judgnment, that
was the right decision to nake.

M. Skinner: Well, in order for us to evaluate that,
we need to see the analysis of what the costs of the other
novenents woul d be, as well as the inpact that those other
novenents woul d have on the comunity.

Secretary England: And that's -- that will all be
avai l able, and we'll go through that with you and your staff

in great detail, M. Skinner.
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M. Skinner: Yeah. Also, you tal ked about the
di sadvantage of splitting, but if you | ook through your
estimates and your recomendations, you've done a | ot of
splitting here. You' ve closed facilities and split of 'em
and so have the others. So, splitting isn't all bad. And |
was -- | think just the fact that you have to split doesn't,
soneti nmes, cost you nore noney. Sonetines it doesn't,
dependi ng on what you have to build out and what you don't.

So, splitting -- | don't want to | eave the negative

connot ati on, because you've got it in a lot of your other
recommendations, which |'msure we'll |ook seriously at.

Anot her issue that 1'd like to talk about, and |I say
this as a fornmer Cabinet Secretary and a fornmer Secretary of
the Coast CGuard, de facto. There does seemto be -- as |
traveled the country then, as | travel the country now --
there does seemto be a feeling throughout this country that

there's a bias by the Navy towards the Southeast, from

Virginia on dowmn south. Now, | don't say that it's a bias
that plays a role every day, but if you look at -- on the
West Coast or the East Coast -- you | ook on the East Coast,

Ceneral Hagee, nost of your facilities are down in that area
-- obviously, Norfolk, and we've seen what's happened --
Norfol k, Georgia, Florida. You understand, of course -- and
"' mnot accusi ng anybody at this table of having any

perceived -- well, there is a perceived bias that there's a
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-- you know, all things being equal, we'd like to be in that
area. And | wonder -- just your thoughts on how -- | think,

in the best interests of the Navy -- and, by the way, other

services have simlar bias, so I'mnot -- you know,

percei ved bias -- and |I'm not saying you' re the only one;
you're the only one here this afternoon. So, | wonder what
your -- you do to nmake sure that -- the inforned decisions

that you do nmeke, that you overcone it, and what you do to
prepare the public, or to educate the public, that these
deci sions and reconmendations really are fact-based and not,
kind of, a built-in inclination towards the Southeast.

Secretary England: M. Skinner, first of all, | nean,
we have the hand that's been dealt to us. | nean, we're not
bui | di ng any bases. The bases are where they are. And our
objective is to get maximumm litary value and bi ggest
savi ngs to the taxpayer.

Now, the reason | wanted Ms. Davis to go through this
rationale is so that it's very clear that this is a -- we
started this at the very bottomwith data calls. | nean,
there's literally, for the Departnent of the Navy, 3.8
mllion data bits. And this data was worked extensively,
and worked through the pyranmid, as she indicated to you, to
the top, in terns of recommendations to the | eadership. So,
this is a bottons-up process. | nean, this is strictly

fact-based. |If you could elimnate nanes fromall this and
55



just give '"emcolors or letters or whatever, and you woul d

have ended up with the sane recomrendati ons.

Now, when you get the data, | believe you will see that
this is a highly analytical, objective process. | nean,
frankly, the process doesn't know where the bases are. It's

strictly an analysis of capability, mlitary val ue, cost, et
cetera. So, | think you will find this to be very fact-
based and very objective, and it has absolutely no bearing

at all on where anything's located. And |'msure the data

wi |l support that when you have an opportunity to |ook at it
in detail.
M. Skinner: It does. | nean, it is. Because, as you

point out, you're nainly feeding bases that are already
established, that you' ve basically inherited. So,
whatever's built inis built in. | --

Secretary England: And the cost --

M. Skinner: And that gets nme to ny final point, and
one that dealt with -- and I think -- I'"mnot sure we got
the answer. We'll give you a chance to conplete your

answer, let's put it that way.

Cceana, where it could be noved. |If we had joint
facilities or if we had facilities that -- you know, that --
this Comm ssion, as you know, albeit -- it would be done
only with a great deal of thought -- it does have the -- to

make recommendati ons that go beyond individual and can take
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t he needs of each service and i npose them on the needs of
ot her services. And maybe this'll go to you, Admiral d ark.
If there were facilities that were in other services at

this time that woul d be nade available to you instead of
Cceana, assum ng they were sitting there blank, which would
those facilities be? And, by the way, you can go with your
bias -- alleged bias on the Southeast, if you want.

[ Laught er. ]

Admral Cark: WlIl, the one that -- one that --

M. Skinner: You can't answer that yes or no, either,
by the way.

[ Laughter. ]

Admral Cark: No, it's not a yes-or-no answer.
will tell you we | ooked very hard at Mbody. W |ooked at
pl aces where we could get -- where we could |ink quickly
W th our at-sea structure.

M. Skinner: R ght. | understand that.

Admral Clark: And so, | don't think that would
surprise -- | know it wouldn't surprise any of you,

obviously. That's why | couldn't take base in the mddle of

the United States or -- | nean, Cannon was avail able. And
so -- you know, that wasn't going to work -- and so -- but
the -- when you' ve got the airspace and those kind of

i ssues, the Air Force was, in fact, loading that facility,

and there weren't any other places that had airspace that we
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coul d get into.

M. Skinner: But that really don't answer the
guestion, sir.

Admral Cark: ©Ch, well --

M. Skinner: Let's assune we unload it for you. Let's
assume you tell us -- we'll unload it, and we'll take those
facilities and nove them somewhere else. You tell us where
-- what facilities could be available that would work for
you.

Admral Cark: Well, let me -- in order to be
absolutely fair and objective, let ne nmake -- go -- provide
that to you. And then | am absolutely certain that | have
gi ven consideration to all the options.

M. Skinner: That's fair. That's fair. Thank you.

Thank you very nuch.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

General Turner?

General Turner: Good afternoon, again, and thanks for
bei ng here.

As you know, ny background is the Air Force. Mbst of
what | know about the Navy and the Marine Corps, | have
| earned fromhistory, ny love of Pacific Wrld War |
nmovi es, watchi ng JAG --

[ Laught er. ]

Ceneral Turner: -- and, nost recently, fromny service
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on the American Battle Mnunents Comm ssion, working with
former Marine Corps Commandant Ceneral P.X. Kelley, which
was an experience of a lifetine.

But a couple of things, |I |earned along the way. One
is, if I were ever to find nyself sonewhere in the world in
the mddle of a firefight, I would want the United States
Mari ne Corps person right next to nme. And, secondly, what
I'"ve learned along the way is, if the fleet can't sail
we've got a problem And so, that takes ne to the closing
of the Naval Shipyard of Portsnmouth in Kittering, Mine.
Never been there. But | received, oh, probably about an
hour after the Comm ssioner nom nations were published, a
terrific letter froma famly in that area that nmade nme want
to learn nore about this particular operation. So, | was
glad to get started with the study of the docunents this
week.

According to your witten statenent, this shipyard was
-- and I'mgoing to read this, so | don't screwit up --
"This shipyard was selected for closure, rather than the
naval shipyard at Pearl, because it is the only closure that
could do both, elimnate excess capacity and satisfy
retention of strategically-placed shipyard capability.” And
they further state that, "There would then be insufficient
excess capacity to close any other shipyard or conbination

of shi pyards.”
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Now, this leads nme to believe that you believe that the
remai ni ng three naval shipyards, at Norfol k, Pearl Harbor,
and Puget Sound, can handl e whatever requirenment is thrown
at us in the future, and that your ships in need could be
handl ed by the one Atlantic shipyard and the two in the
Vst .

And | guess | have two questions. The first is: In
ternms of naval shipyards, do you -- how do you define
"excess capacity"? Is it defined for the normal operations,
surge, or perhaps even super-surge? And, secondly, | need
you to hel p me understand how preserving only one naval
shi pyard on the East Coast can handle the event -- handle
the need in the event that sonething untoward or
catastrophic -- God forbid -- happens to any one of the
ot her two naval shipyards? |'m having trouble discerning
the mlitary value in that context.

Admral Cark: Wy don't | give a broad answer, and
then maybe Ms. Davis would like to give sonme specifics of
the way the analytic tools are used.

But the data's going to show you clearly that we have
excess capacity in the shipyards, in the governnent-owned
shipyards. |It's inportant to point out that, of course, we
function with other shipyards, with commercial shipyards,
al so.

Wth regard to the strategic issue here, is -- and the
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choi ce between a base that we recomended cl osure for, and
one in the Pacific, and we believe that the Pacific is of
great strategic inportance in the future, and that
absolutely did color ny thinking. And so, then a broad --
an answer to the broad strategic question -- yes, we did
consi der day-to-day operations. Yes, we did consider surge
operations. And, by the way, if they're surging, well, then
they're gone, they're not in the shipyard. But our whole
operational construct nowis, the Fleet Response Plan is a
surge construct. That's exactly what we have built in the
Navy, and literally doubled our ability to respond. And the
anal ytics show, w thout question, that we have enough
capacity to do that.

And, Ms. Davis, would -- is there anything else you'd
l'i ke to add?

Ms. Davis: Only that, in ternms of the actual
anal ytics, they were done within the Industrial Joint Cross-
Service Goup for Shipyards. And | think M. Wnne tal ked
to you yesterday about that. Obviously, Navy participation
| eads, because we're the only fol ks who own shi pyards.

Surge was added into the capacity analysis to nake sure
that the conbination that was left, if anything closed, was
able to accommpdate really anything that m ght cone to --
you know, to a degree of reason. There is no question that

i f something catastrophic occurred at any of our places, it
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woul d take us awhile to recover. However, as | think we've

seen with a variety of things -- and | use the hurricane at
Pensacol a as an exanple -- we were back in business within
the week. There are -- there is, as the CNO indi cated,

capacity available in the private sector, and certainly

wi thin our system given sone of the other recommendati ons
that are being presented in ternms of internediate

mai nt enance capability that can absorb a w de range of
capacity, of workload capacity, on an as-needed basis.

Secretary England: Also, Ms. Turner, if | can add,
the -- it's primarily nucl ear-submari ne overhauls -- | nean,
nucl ear submarines, about 55 now, the CNO s comment, he
expects it'll go down. I'mnot sure it'll go down to 41,
but it's likely not going to grow in terns of our nucl ear
submari ne.

The trend is, as our nuclear power plants |ast |onger
-- | nmean, we're now buil ding nucl ear power plants that
don't get refueled; they last for the |ife of the vessel, so
it's going to be less and | ess work.

Al so, we do have excess capacity. And while they do an
excellent job in Kittering, Maine -- | nmean, they're very
efficient, it's a good workforce and -- fact is, they were
-- just received an award for their past work, because
they' ve done an excellent job. But our problemis, if you

start pulling work out of our other yards to put in
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Kittering, then the other yards start getting dips, in terms

of -- you know, you like to have a steady workforce, in
terms of best efficiency -- so, if we start pulling work out
-- and those yards do other work, so -- we use the submarine

work as a filler, which gives us maxi mumefficiencies in the
ot her yards -- so, here's a case where it woul d appear that
if you were to optimze Kittering, you would get sone
benefit. But the fact of the matter is, while we could get
some | ocal benefit, in terns of efficiency, it would hurt us
at the other yards, because we'd pull work out and nake them
| ess efficient. So, at the end of the day, | nean, frankly,
it's the only real decision we can nake, in terns of
elimnating that capacity.

Admral Cark: And can | just add one point? The
Secretary's really hit the nail on the head here, and I
appreciate his -- the focus on the nucl ear-mint enance side
of the house. And let ne add this point. There are no bad
bases. They're all great people and dedi cated Ameri cans,
and they' ve been trenmendous. The issue up there is that
t hough the refueling -- for the Los Angel es class subnmari ne,
those refuelings are, in fact, comng to the end of the
line. So, his comment about new plants, new technol ogy, it
relates to the other question that was asked about
technol ogy. The face of the requirenment is changi ng.

General Turner: Thank you. That's hel pful.
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M. Chairman?

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

Adm ral Gehman?

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you.

M. Secretary, CNO Commandant, thank you very nuch for
appearing. |It's enornously helpful for this Conm ssion to
hear directly fromyou and not through reports and books
that are this high, and we appreciate it very nuch.

I have a nunber of questions. One is, by |aw your
recommendations are required to be based on, anong ot her

things, the 20-year force-structure plan. And ny crystal

ball really doesn't work very well out there. | don't know
how yours -- yours is probably better than mne. But could
you say -- and I'd like to ask both the -- or all three of
you -- whether or not the role of the Pacific -- the far-

Pacific, froma strategic point of view, is, in any way,
reflected in this -- the recomendati ons?

The Secretary of Defense yesterday said that the
ongoing QDR is -- and the work of the BRAC were talking to
each other, even though the QDR is not finished. And so, ny
guestion is based on the requirenent or 20-year projection
of forces, the ongoing QDR -- is there any reflection of a
strategic tilt here in any of these recommendati ons? |
don't know how you want to start, but | need to hear both

the Navy and Mari ne Corps.
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Admral Cark: 1'Il go first. | don't profess,

Adm ral Gehman, to have a crystal ball that can see 20 years
perfectly. What | have seen clearly fromthe past and the
way we're devel oping technology is, | don't expect --
remenber, when we had a thene of a 600-ship Navy -- and |
bel i eve, the way technology is evolving, that LCS nay grow
the Navy, sone, and | believe it will, sone, but | think
we've got it roughly right, and that's the best that human
bei ngs can do.

The QDR -- before Congress this year, | tal ked about
how I was | ooking at noving a carrier, and | said that |
wanted it subjected to the BRAC analysis. And | will tell
you that it was subjected to the BRAC analysis, and --
because | wanted the sane analytical rigor that's going at
everything else to |l ook at that issue. Frankly, we |ooked
at it in the context -- after we saw all the data, we | ooked
at it in the context of the QODR, with a | ot of unknowns out
in front of us that we will be | ooking at over the course of
the next six nonths, and decided to say no at this point in
tinme, because we wanted to see the results of the QDR and
what it tells us.

But there are other things that are, | think, self-
evident. W already noved sone submarines to Guam And we
will continue to nake operational noves that are necessary

to deal with the challenges that we face and our ability to
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optim ze operational response. And so, | would suggest --
and nmy answer really is -- in the BRAC process, we did not
try to make -- draw any concl usi ons that we haven't
otherwise drawn with regard to the Pacific, but we have
ongoi ng work, recognizing the inportance of the Pacific,
i ncludi ng statenments made by our departnental | eadership.

And so, the judgnents that we have made wth regard to
the carrier, as | suggested, and issue of the -- a shipyard
in Pearl Harbor, those, I will tell you, when it cane tine
for me to | ook at the reconmendati ons of the cross-service
group, | thought that it fit in the context that we had been
tal ki ng about for the course of the last five years.

Adm ral Gehman: General, do you want to tal k about the
Pacific, one of your favorite places?

General Hagee: | would align nyself wth the CNO
And, unfortunately, | think ny crystal ball was probably
constructed the sane place that yours was. However, one
thing that we have, | think, learned in this fourth-
generation irregular warfare is that boots on the ground
count. So, | don't see the Marine Corps getting smaller.

|"ve already talked a little bit about the new
technol ogi es that we have comi ng on, and how we | ooked at
joint solutions for some that training.

As far as the Asia Pacific is concerned, |I'mon public

record as saying that that's an inportant area, and | do not
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see us reducing our structure in the Asia Pacific area
bet ween now and 2020. At least that's what ny crystal ball
says.

Adm ral Gehman: M. Secretary, do you want to add
anything to that?

Secretary England: Admral, just a conment. | guess
to anplify, alittle bit, the CNOs comments. | don't see
the Navy growing. The Marine Corps, as you know, is grow ng
alittle bit. That's accounted for in our nunbers. And, in
fact, they can grow nore and it still accommodates. Navy, |
don't see growing, in terns of nunbers. And | woul d conment
that the technol ogy would tend to indicate that we woul d

probably have | ess, rather than nore, ships, frankly,

because the technology -- | nean, |look at our aircraft
carriers. | nean, the CNO recommended we reduce one
aircraft carrier. W go back to Vietnam-- it took 800

sorties to take out one bridge, and we |ost ten airpl anes

and finally the first |aser-guided bonb took it out. In
Desert Storm | believe we planned, like, four sorties per
target kill. And now we tal k about the nunber of kills per
sortie.

So, with our -- the kind of airplanes off of our

carriers, the kind of sorties we generate off of our
carriers, the precision weapons we have, all the

i nterconnect, and plus, in addition, all the other needs for
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all the new kind of evolving warfare, it says that we have
to think about how we spend these doll ars.

So, we've done a lot of work that conmes -- that goes
into the QDR because all the services have been working on
the QDR, as we now work it at a senior OSD | evel. But |
believe, as the CNO said earlier, we' ve been very
conservative, in terns of these recommendations. W want to
make sure we're not caught short in the future.

So, if anything, we were conservative. Again, the
nunber of ships was up as high as 325. O course, we're
bel ow 300 right now So, | believe we have margin built
into these recommendations. And, frankly, that's not a
concern, in ternms of if we have to do nore for the future
because of other potential threats.

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you, sir.

| want -- probably, M. Secretary, this may be
addressed to you, too -- how do you explain the reduction in
the recruit training infrastructure -- or the recruiting
infrastructure -- not their recruit training depots, but the
recruiting infrastructure -- at a tine when you' re having

such a devilish of a time neeting your recruiting goals?
Admral Cark: 1'd be happy to take that one.
W' ve had sone remarkabl e success in the Navy in our --
the nunber-one priority in the last five years has been the

battle for people, and we're winning it. Because we're
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winning it and retention is the highest sustained rate it's
ever been in the 229-year history of the Navy, the whole
pi cture has changed here.

Those stations don't have anything to do with how many
people |I've got out recruiting. | buy -- the nunber of
recruiting -- ny recruiting force is purchased in a totally

di fferent way than how many buildings | decide to be in.

And so, | size that force every year. |'mgoing to have 400
recruiters, I'"'mgoing to have 500. It's the way we position
them So, this is what | would call -- these noves are

about infrastructure and overhead. They don't have anyt hi ng
to do with the recruiting aspect.

Nunmber two, |'ve got the |longest del ayed-entry poo
that 1've ever had in the history of the Navy. M reason
IS, we're so successful in retention -- when | got to this
job, five years ago, we were going to recruit 57,000 peopl e.
And this year, the nunber is 36,000. When you |ook at a
40- percent reducti on because of the success you' re having in
-- you know, the kind of people you' re recruiting and what
they -- they believe in what they're doing, it is really --
the | andscape is totally different. W thought we ought to
streanl i ne our over head.

Adm ral Gehman: That's a fairly good answer.

A simlar question about the single-site |ocation of

officer training. As you know, 80, 90 percent of officer
69



accession prograns are four-year progranms -- ROICs, Naval
Acadeny, et cetera --

Admral Cark: R ght.

Adm ral Gehman: -- and so, all the surging has to al
squeeze through these little officer training facilities.
Qovi ously, you've thought about that, and you -- single-
siting it | eaves you enough surge capacity to do what you
need to. | just need to be reassured on that.

Admral Cark: Yes, it is. And let ne say that that
is our surge tank. Congress has put law into effect that --
now i f I change one nunber at the Acadeny, | nust change it
in ROTC. That's the law. And so, we use this facility as
t he surge tank.

And if you look at the -- if you look at what we did in
Pensacol a and i n Rhode Island, in Newport, we fundanentally
tried to put |like kinds of training activity together for --
and we woul d i nprove, then, our operational capability and

beconme nore effective and then nore efficient. So, you | ook

at -- it tends to be npre aviation in Pensacola and non-
aviation stuff up in New London -- in Rhode Island and
Newport .

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you.
Commandant, when we go out and hold our regiona
hearings, | suspect that the subject of the Marine Corps

recruit depot at San Diego is going to conme up. The --
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Li ndbergh Field is heavily encroached there, and they woul d
-- they are coveting a few acres beyond the fenceline. D d
you |l ook at alternatives? And, you know, for exanple, Canp
Pendl et on or sonething -- or even single-siting your recruit

General Hagee: Yes, sir, actually we did. 1In fact,
the Marine Corps nom nated MCRD San Diego for closure. But
when we put it through the analytical engine that Ms. Davis
tal ked about, it cane out -- in order to have the sane
capacity, the sane quality, it came out costing us a
significant anmount of noney in order to do that. And it
just -- we could not make the business case for it.

Adm ral Gehman: M. Secretary, would you care to
comment, though, on the econom c value that the comunity,
t hough, would gain to offset that? | know it doesn't help
you Wi th your check-witing problem but | think the

community woul d be very much hel ped.

Secretary England: Well, one, I'mnot sure that's the
case, Admral. | nmean, I'mnot sure that the comunity
wants MCRD - -

Adm ral Gehman: |'mnot sure, either, but | --

Secretary England: No, I'mnot, either. | mean, we've

never had that input. And I, frankly, think they like the
Marines out there. They're highly supportive of the Marines

out there. So I, frankly, don't believe that is a community
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issue. And it's inportant that we run the Departnent of the
Navy effectively and efficiently, and that's what we're
trying to do

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you.

NAS Brunswi ck, Maine. You're noving all the forces
out, but you're essentially keeping the base warm As best
| can tell fromreading this, because we don't have all the
data -- but the best | can tell is, noving the P-3s to
Jacksonville, and essentially all of the forces out, but you
want to keep the base. Can you explain the econom cs of
t hat ?

Admral Cark: This is a mlitary-value question nore
than anything el se, and the -- a naval base in the -- an air
base in the Northeast. And so, ny nunbers, let nme just tel
you -- we're keeping SERE training up there, but we're
really keeping a strategic capability in the Northeast.
That's what it boils down to.

W -- 61 civilian jobs and a lot of the mlitary jobs,
334 civilian jobs will remain. And so, nost of the civilian
structure stays there to keep the base in kind of a
strategi c-response kind of a position.

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you very nuch

And, Secretary Davis, ny final question -- and |I know
this is a cross-service group -- whatever-the-nane-of-that-

thing-is question, but the question |I have is, the Southwest
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United States ranges -- training ranges, T&E ranges, and al
that good stuff for which the US. mlitary either owns or
controls, you know, mllions of square mles of, not only

| and, but, nore so, airspace -- can you tell ne what the
Departnent of the Navy's position was, as you entered the
Cross-service groups, as to howto -- as to whether or not
you need nore, you need less, it's utilized correctly, your
access to it is okay, it could be coordinated better or
shoul d be controll ed by one agency, or sonething |like that?
Did you have -- did the Departnment of the Navy have any
particular equities in that? -- before |I get those other
peopl e up here?

Ms. Davis: | think you'll find, as you discuss with --
and it was education and training who reviewed the ranges --
that they recognized at the outset, and our input very nuch
was, that we had to |l ook very, very carefully at giving up
any of that range asset. And | think both the CNO and the
conmandant refl ected that.

In terns of control, | think the real input was, we
need to nmake sure we have access, and have to do whatever it
Is that allows us that access. But | think, as a
Departnent, we were open to looking at -- to exploring a
variety of ways of doing that.

Adm ral Gehman: Thank you, M. Chairnan.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.
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M. Coyle?

M. Coyle: Thank you, M. Chairman.

Secretary England and Admral d ark, General Hagee,
Secretary Davis, thank you very nmuch for your testinony this
afternoon. Appreciate your being here.

This BRAC round is different in a nunber of ways from
past BRAC rounds, not the least of which is, this one is
bei ng conducted at a tinme of war, in a post-9/11
envi ronnent, which we couldn't imagine in -- during the past
BRAC rounds, and at a tine when the Defense budget is going
up consistently, not going down, as it was during the past
BRACs.

And | asked Secretary Runsfeld and General Myers the
ot her day how those factors had produced different kinds of
recommendations than if the environment had been the way it
was in the past, where we were tal king about the peace
di vi dend, the budgets were going down, and we hadn't
i magi ned anything |ike 9/11. The answers | got were nostly
about the process that the Departnment has gone through, not
about, you know, strategic or tactical considerations.

Looki ng at the Navy's recommendati ons, | wouldn't be so
surprised by themif this were a tinme of w de peace and
great security and harnony, wth budgets goi ng down, and so
forth. But can you tell me how the fact that that's not the

situation nade a difference to you this tinme in the
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recommendations you nmade. It -- just off the top, it
doesn't |l ook a --

Secretary England: M. Secretary, first of all
resources are still very, very tight and very precious in
the Departnment of Defense. |It's true, our budget's gone up,
but al so our nedi cal costs have gone up, our personnel costs
have gone up. | nean, a lot of our costs have continued to
go up. And so, we continue to put pressure on our
acqui sition accounts, because that's always where we have
the pressure now, for the last four years |'ve been here;
and five years, CNO and the whole tine the Conmandant,
General Jones, and now M ke Hagee. W worked very, very
hard to be very efficient so that we could free up funds to
buy the things we need to buy in the Departnment of the Navy.

And, that said, | nean, this year we're under a | ot of
criticismbecause people would Iike us to be buying nore
ships, for exanple, this year. |It's indicative of sone of
the cost pressures we're under. And so, again, we've tried
to act very responsibly here. | nean, we have literally
| ooked at mlitary value, and what we don't need, what we're
spendi ng noney in, how do we be nore efficient, how do we
elimnate overhead? So, |I'mnot sure this would have been
different in any environnent.

| nean, we're trying to do what's right for the

Department of the Navy and what's right for the country and
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for the taxpayer. And, again, it's very objective, very
fact-based. And this is inportant. |It's very inportant for
Departnment of the Navy, it's very inportant for the
Departnent of Defense. | nean, this is a huge anount of
noney, when you start talking billions of dollars.

So, again, we've tried to be very responsive and doi ng
what's right for the Departnment and for the country. And
while it's true that budgets are going up -- | mean, there's
a lot of pressure on those budgets within the Departnent of
Def ense.

Admral Cark: Let ne just say that, in context, |
feel like the -- we are getting squeezed sufficiently, but I
don't believe that we should ever be in largesse. | think
that would be bad for the taxpayers. But let ne cite what
the problemis

The decade of the '90s, we went on a procurenment
holiday. And, by ny calculations, with what happened when
t he peace dividend was going on, we did not invest in
roughly $100 billion worth of things that woul d have been
invested in if we'd been in a normal flatline circunstance.

So, five years ago, | got to be the CNOin a tine where ny
Air Force is older than ny fleet, and an airplane and a jet,
you know, a fighter probably ought to |ast 12 or 14 years,
not 35 years, like a ship.

And so, | considered that we are under inmense pressure
76



and requirenment to recapitalize this force. And so, we have
been doi ng everything we know how to do to turn dollars
toward procurenent to change those trend lines. That, in
light of the fact that that -- what happened in the '90s
caused the costs of everything, because of the econom cs and
-- econom cs of scale for conpanies, and all. | submtted
in ny testinony this year discussion about the rising cost
of buying the technol ogy that we need for our people to go
forward and engage in the gl obal fight.

And so, | -- the Secretary has said it accurately. W
treated this, | believe -- we addressed it in an economc
envi ronnent where dollars were scarce, and we are trying to
-- so, as | said at the press conference with the SECDEF the
ot her day, dollars was an issue for ne. Wen they brought
recommendations, | was right up front wwth them "Look,
let's find resources that -- renenber, good for sailors,
good for the taxpayer."

CGeneral Hagee: | mght add one thing, sir, and | think
this is where the global war on terror may have inforned us.
I think the argunments before 9/11 woul d have been siml ar,

at least fromthe Marine Corps' standpoint. But what we
woul d have argued is, "Wiat if we are at war and" -- let's
take depots, for exanple -- Do we have enough capacity in
our depots to do the refurbishment of our equi pnent? W

don't have to use that conditioned phrase anynore. W know
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-- or have a fairly good feel on what we need as depots are
concerned, and we were able to lay that out in the
anal ytical nodel to project what capacity we needed in our
depot s.

M. Coyle: Just to follow up on your coment, the
Mari ne Corps has such a can-do attitude, God |ove them that
they never seemto conplain about anything, no matter how
bad it gets. But | see sone proposed changes fromthe
Departnment of the Navy that are going to nove support
farther away fromthe places where the Marines need them
nmovi ng things around the country. You nentioned depot
support, other exanples where things are being noved, not
necessarily to be closer to the Marines, but to be
consol i dat ed sonepl ace that isn't particularly close. How
do you regard those kinds of changes in today's environnent?

General Hagee: | cannot think of one that -- one nove
that concerns ne right now, sir. | can't think of an
exanpl e. Maybe the novenent of the mine capability out to

San Diego. But that's actually putting it out there

probably closer. |It's surely putting it closer to where the
Marines are. So, | cannot think of a nove that concerns ne.
M. Coyle: | was thinking nore of |ogistic-support

ki nds of things.
Secretary England: Yeah, we did nove -- | believe

you're right, M. Coyle, we did nove sone changes in
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California, so sone parts went to Arny depots. But we had a
| ong di scussion about those -- in fact, it was a | ong

di scussion for over a period of tinme, to make sure we got
the right balance, in terns of Marine Corps capability. As
| recall, we kept the depot intact, but sone of the pieces
we sent to conponent depots that specialized in those
pieces. So, | believe we struck a balance for the Mrine
Cor ps, where we numintained the depots forward, where they
depl oy, and specifically, you know, in the Pacific region,
where we do a | ot of our Marine Corps work. But sonme of the
conponents, we decided we woul d nove; but we did not want to
nove the entire depot, for the exact reason that you
conment ed on.

So, this was an issue of, | would say, |ong discussion
and tradeoff, and | believe, at the end of the day, we cane
out with an approach that kept the depot there with the
Mari nes on the West Coast; sone of the conponents, we nobved,
and, at the sane tine, we saved dollars for Departnment of
the Navy. So, | believe we cane out with the right answer.

And | believe that's the only situation, but that was after
a lot of discussion analysis when we nade those deci sions.

General Hagee: That's correct, sir. I'msorry, |
m sunder st ood that question. W noved sonme snall -engine
repair, some engine repair, some conponent repair to sone

ot her depots, but we kept our conbat-vehicle and our
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tactical -vehicle capability there at that Barstow Pl us,
this also caused us to conme in discussion with the Arny.
This is the only ground depot west of the Mssissippi. Arny
is nmoving several hundred -- | think the nunber is around
900 -- Strykers out onto the Wst Coast. So, there is --
Barstow is also a capability, or at least a |ocation that
could provide that particular capability.

M. Coyle: Thank you.

Admral Cdark, how did the Navy interact with the
technical joint cross-service group? Did the Navy forward
its recommendations to the technical joint cross-service
group? And if a joint cross-service group reconmrendation
ran counter to what Navy | eadership had sent forward, how
were those differences resol ved?

Admral Cark: | had Navy personnel on all the teans.

And so, they were party to the devel opnent of the
recommendations that were made by them And then if there
was an issue with them they came to ne. And when we went
to the executive commttee |level, | brought 'emup, and we
-- but we hashed themout. For -- there was a case -- they
wanted to nove a capability, a snmall detachnment out of a
site in Monterey. It looked like it was a governnent
facility, actually located at the airport, and it was doi ng
the interface, was crucial to what -- the nongovernnent al

activity that was there. Wen | brought it up, and we --
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you know, we would go work on it, the Aegis.

M. Coyle: Ckay.

Secretary Davis, is there anything you want to add
t here?

Ms. Davis: No. | think the -- both the infrastructure
steering group, as | know you've been -- you' ve heard from
OSD -- was the -- sort of, the first step for identifying
and vetting those sorts of issues. And we nmade sure that
the I SG nenbers attending were aware, not only of the
anal ysis that had gone on internal to the JCSG but we tried
to make sure that we were touching base with the m ssion
commanders, who, sort of, own and operate those particul ar
functions, to nake sure that we truly understood the
i npacts. But the ultinate reconmendations that came out of
the technical joint cross-service group, as the CNO
i ndi cated, were vetted and reviewed at the |IEC

M. Coyle: Thank you.

You have all enphasized that you're trying to save
noney, but there are sone proposed changes, realignnents,
that -- it appears to be quite debatable whether they wll
save noney. For exanple, the Navy is proposi ng changes at
Newport, Rhode Island, which have a net present value for
the next 20 years of $2.1 mllion. It would take very mnuch
in the way of changed assunptions to nmake that small savings

a big cost, especially since, in the Departnent of Defense,
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cost estimates are so often overrun.

A different exanple is Corona, where your materials say
the net present value of the savings if $400,000; again, a
nunber that m ght never naterialize.

And even if those savings did turn out to be real, what
you' ve acconplished, in both cases perhaps, is, you' ve
stirred up a highly talented set of people, many of whom
don't want to nove to the new | ocations, so you | ose
i nportant Navy experts, either mlitary or civilian, and
produce a lot of turnoil for not nuch savings. Wy did
recommendations |ike those survive?

Secretary England: Well, M. Coyle, the first criteria
was mlitary value. Gven this mlitary value, frankly, we
tried to find ways that al so saved us noney. In every case,
we weren't successful. | nean, but we were successful in
nost of the cases, but not all of the cases, but they stil
had val ue that, in our judgnent, we needed to go forward
wi th, even though we either didn't get a payoff imedi ately,
or it took a significant period of tinme, but, in our
judgnment, they were still things we need to do. And I
beli eve we had nine of themthat were beyond the four-year
point. So we worked hard at it, but, you know, weren't
smart enough to find a way that always paid off imediately.

But, nonethel ess, they were of value to us, and so we

pur sued, you know, having those as recommendati ons.
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Ms. Davis: Sir, if | could, also, on several of those,
| think the recomendations that you're referring to -- when
the Secretary tal ked about mlitary val ue, what we ended up
doi ng was taking single-function bases and taking the
activity aboard those and having themfall in on
mul ti functional bases. W' ve seen, historically, that there
really are efficiencies that occur when that happens. There
are efficiencies in overhead, there are efficiencies in
support.

| had nentioned, when | was -- in nmy testinony, that
our cost estimates, we believe, are conservative. The input
that we got fromthe base in sonme of those had a tendency to
say, "You really need to nove 100 percent of 100 percent,”
and we attenpted to | ook for efficiencies in the base
operating support, and didn't always find it. In actua
i npl enentation, contrary to what you suggested, that we're
so close to the margin, it could slip the other way, | would
actual ly expect that the margin would grow, in ternms of the
actual savings that would have -- that would be created.

M. Coyle: Thank you.

Chai rman Principi: M. Bilbray?

M. Bilbray: Last shall be |east, or what?

Chai rman Principi: Last shall be great.

M. Bilbray: Renenber, | nentioned, |ast neeting,

about M Udall saying that, "Everything s been said, but not
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everybody has said it." And sitting back to be the last to
ask questions, | have a list here, | keep crossing things
out as ny col |l eagues cone up with it.

Adm ral, could you kind of tell nme how nany -- you
mentioned a 41-, 42-submarine fleet in the future. R ght
now you have 50. |Is that correct?

Admral Cark: Fifty -- 54, | think, this norning.

M. Bilbray: Fifty-four. And how long until you --

Admral Cark: And I'mtalking fast-attack, sir. 1've
al so got the Tridents.

M. Bilbray: Al right. And the Tridents are based at
the sane bases that we're talking about, the --

Adm ral Clark: That's correct. Well, today they're
not, but in the future they will be.

M. Bilbray: How many is that?

Admral Cark: Wll, we're talking about 14 in the
future, and we're now creating this new class of submarines
by converting four of themto SSGNs.

M. Bilbray: So --

Admral Cark: So, 18.

M. Bilbray: -- let's say four or five years from now,
you think that the conbi nation of Tridents and nucl ear --
and the other submarines will be 60 or 50 or 40 or 907

Admral Cark: Coser to 60.

M. Bilbray: GOay. And then what -- how many do you
84



pl an that woul d be on the Wst Coast versus the East Coast?

Admral Cark: Well, future CNCs will make that
determ nati on based upon what the operational requirenents
and response issues will be of the day.

M. Bilbray: Al right. But right now, today, if you

Admral Cdark: Wll, we' ve been roughly 50-50 for a
nunber of years. And over the course of the last four
years, | have noved several nore to the -- 1'd have to go
get the exact nunber, but | think I"mthree or four over the
50-50 split, in favor of the Pacific.

M. Bilbray: And how many are based presently now at
New London?

Admral Cark: Is it 14?

Ms. Davis: Sixteen.

Admral Cark: Sixteen?

M. Bilbray: In Norfolk?

Admral Cark: 1'Il get the rest of the nunbers, to
make sure | get it --

M. Bilbray: 1'd like to have it, because | --

Admral dark: Yeah.

M. Bilbray: -- feel the conmittee --
Admral Cark: 1t'll be in the data.
M. Bilbray: -- in doing his -- in doing their review,

woul d |i ke to know what you're planning in the future, how
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many subs will be on the Wst Coast, the East Coast, so
forth.

Just curious, too -- Mramar. A few years ago, |
remenber, when I was in the Armed Services Committee, they

were tal king about closing Mramar. They had noved the Top

Gun programout. Wat -- | notice you now are adding troops
to Mramar -- what is the purpose of Mramar right now?
What -- is it just a Marine support base or --

General Hagee: Just a Marine support base? Yes, sir.

[ Laughter. ]

M. Bilbray: Wat | nmeant by it is --

General Hagee: Third Marine Aircraft Wng is | ocated
at Mramar. The Navy used to be there.

M. Bilbray: Yeah, they --

General Hagee: In a previous BRAC, they noved out, and
we closed EIl Toro and Tustin and noved down to M ranar.

M. Bilbray: ©Oh, see, the Tustin -- | nean, the E
Toro facilities were --

CGeneral Hagee: Yes, sir.

M. Bilbray: Because | know San Di ego has, kind of,
sonetimes chafed at the idea of having an -- having a
muni ci pal airport at Mramar, and at other tines has --
they' ve been fighting it tooth and nail, especially the
people that live up in La Jolla and University Cty.

By the way, you keep nentioning Barstow. [|s that that
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little place that, as | go down |-15, |ook in Yerno that
sits over to the side -- is that the --

Ceneral Hagee: That's the one, sir.

M. Bilbray: | think Barstow would be an -- kind of
better than Yernpo. But -- you're going to cut that in half
-- about the size of that facility, cutting about half the
peopl e of f of there?

General Hagee: Sir, we'll retain about two-thirds of
the workforce that's there, and the current workforce --
now, we're actually going to bring nore work in, as the
Secretary tal ked about, when we -- because we're going to
i mprove our capability on our conbat vehicles and our
tactical vehicles. So, the work -- the total workforce wll
actually grow, but we'll |ose sone of the individuals who
wor k on these special conponents that are going to nove off
to ot her depots.

M. Bilbray: Now, do you -- when you hate people, do
you send themto Yerno? |Is that what you do.

Ceneral Hagee: Sir, the people who live --

M. Bilbray: 1'd better not drive through there
anynore. | --

[ Laught er. ]

M. Bilbray: Admral, when -- or, M. Secretary, you
nmenti oned the cost of -- you know, on sone facilities, the

cost of closing themdown or noving things around. |[|s our
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policy still that the -- it used to be that if you cl osed
down a federal facility, whether it's an airbase or an Arny
base or any other sort of facility, the Federal Governnent
had first dibs on it for other facilities for the Federa
Governnment -- then the state, then the county, then they
city, down to, then, the university, you know -- is that
true or can the Departnent of Defense sell off sonme of these
properties?

Secretary England: W do -- today, we sell off. [|I'm
not sure exactly what that pecking order is. | do know,
first and forenost, other federal agencies get to utilize
the property. Beyond that, |I'mnot sure what it is. But I
do know, at the present tine, the Departnent of the Navy has
a nunmber of properties we have sold. And, in fact, we have
a site, GSA site, where people bid on property. So, |I'm not
sure exactly what that pecking order is. W can get that
for you. But | do know, at the top are federal agencies
that can utilize the property. And | also know, at the
ot her extrenme, we can sell, and I'll have to find out what
the | egal |andscape is between those two.

M. Bilbray: Wll, the reason | said that was, you
menti oned about the idea of closing down the Marine Corps
training center in San Diego would be a -- very expensive to
nove it to Pendleton, but yet | would think that piece of

property would be worth a fortune, that it could pay all the
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expenses of noving such a facility out to Pendl eton, you
know, if San Diego really wanted it. You' ve made a comrent
that you didn't think they really did. 1've heard coments
that the San Diego Airport Authority is chafing at the bit
to get their nouth -- or to grab that facility.

Secretary England: Well, again, | would say, however,
that, you now, it is a useable and inportant facility for
the United States Marine Corps. So, |, frankly, don't want
to sit here and have this discussion about how we m ght give

away MCRD to --

M. Bilbray: ©Oh, no, no, I don't nean to --

Secretary England: -- the city of San Diego.

M. Bilbray: One of the reasons | |look at it is fact
that |1've been out there visiting it, and | -- it's a great
facility, and if you | ook back to the old novies, |ike "QGung
Ho," you see Randol ph Scott there at that Marine -- it

doesn't |l ook the sane as it did, you know, 50, 60 years ago,
but the fact was, when | was there, there was two probl ens.
And one M. Hansen brought up is the fact that there was an
area they couldn't even train in, because there's sone sort
of bird that they haven't seen for several years, but it's

i sol ated, you can't -- they show the nests were still there,
but they think they left several years ago, after the
Marines started training. Then the other thing was, |

wat ched t hose pl anes taking off and going right over the top
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of that facility, and I had a nightmare that one of those

pl anes woul d crash into those buildings there. But it just
didn't seemthe best place in the world to have a bunch of
recruits training, with planes taking off right over the top
of "em Just an idea.

Admral Cark: My | make a coment --

M. Bilbray: Yeah.

Admral Cark: -- with regard to disposition costs? |
mean, none of our recomendations allowed us to benefit
financially fromdisposition. [If it were so, the nunbers
woul d be in our favor significantly in places where the rea
estate is of value. That is not part of the cal cul ation.

M. Bilbray: Yeah, | saw the Seal Beach facility
you're closing, and that has to be a very, very -- is that
-- | see a big sign on that road down on Pacific Coast
H ghway that says, "Navy Hiring Now." |Is that the facility
you' re tal king about, at Seal Beach Boul evard and Pacific
Coast Hi ghway?

General Hagee: I'mjust -- I'mnot that personally
famliar with it.

Admral Cark: 1'mnot sure where we're talking --

M. Bilbray: Because that is a -- that property down

there sells for mllions of dollars an acre, | know that.
That's all.
Chai rman Principi: Thank you.
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Just a couple of quick follow up questions. Admral,
in light of your comments about Sea Swap and the resultant
increase in capabilities by 30 percent, | would think that

such an increase in capabilities with fewer ships could

create a synergy of even nore excess capacity. If that's
t he case --

Admral Cark: | believe that to be true.

Chai rman Principi: -- do your recommendations reflect
t hat ?

Admral Cark: No. | wasn't going to bet on the cone
in that kind of what. What | -- we have done over the

course of the |ast year or so, we executed an experinent in
Sea Swap for two years on two destroyers that were in the
war zone. And so, for two years, | took -- the ol dest
destroy we own, | swapped the crews every six nonths. And
actually it was going to be 18 nonths; we pushed it to two
years to really test it and see if -- you know, if we'd
cross the tipping point. W never did.

Now, the question | have is, how big a ship can | do
that on. Here's what |I'mconvinced of. 1In the future,
we've got to transition the ships that we own today, | egacy,
to that kind of construct. The new ones we're going to
build, we're going to build "emthat way fromthe beginning.

And so, thus, the range that we produced for BRAC, 260 to

325. And, fundanentally, that nmeans you could take the kind
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of Navy we have today, BRAC it a -- Sea Swap it a little
bit, and get down to about 260 ships. You could take that
375 force that | tal ked about, if you were able to BRAC --
Sea Swap virtually everything, you could get it down to
about 325. And | say "about," because you -- there is stil
work to be done. But Ceneral Hagee and | are working on --

can we do this on LPDs and the expeditionary strike groups?

And so, frankly, as soon as the Marines -- by the way,
General, you said you wanted a mari ne al ongside; |'ve got ny
mari ne al ongside -- ny nunber-one joint partner is Genera

M ke Hagee, and we are working on these kind of concepts for
the future. W know they're going to make us better, but we
di d not take advance infrastructure savings on this until we
have all the operational analysis -- so far, |'ve run
experinments in -- you know, for a couple of years. And I
have two nore going on right now.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

In years past, there's been consideration to closing
down Monterey Post-G aduate School and consolidating at
Newport. WAs it considered in this BRAC round? And | mi ght
add -- was there consideration given to consolidating all of
the seni or post-graduate schools, war colleges into a joint
war col | ege?

Secretary England: M. Chairnman, there was a

di scussi on about Monterey, Carlisle, and also the Wi ght-
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Patterson base, Air Force. |In fact, we had a | ot of
di scussi on about this, because, frankly, you could save a
| ot of noney in the case of Monterey. But I'll tell you
where we ended up on this. Were we ended up is,
professional mlitary education is hugely inportant to us,
probably nore than ever, and we have a | ot of professiona
mlitary education for people fromother countries. And we
have a lot of mlitary officers fromsone other countries
that participate in those schools with us. And that is
hugely valuable in this world. This building bridges with
our friends and allies in this kind of war, frankly, may be
nore inportant than a | ot of equi pment and a | ot of the
other things we do. And so, we were, frankly, afraid to
take the chance that the value we had built up in those
institutions -- we were afraid we could not replicate that.
So, on a cost basis, we could say, "Sure, nove that from
here and set it up as sone university, wherever you wanted
to pick."™ | nean, we've got a |lot of places you can go do
this. But this has such value to the nation, to have all of
these future | eaders -- and, by the way, you | ook around the
worl d today at all the people we deal with, invariably they
came to school here at those mlitary institutions, and they
-- not only did we get to know 'em but they got to know
each other. So around the world today | know there are CNGCs

at different navies around the world that know each ot her
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and know us because they all went to school together. And
so, while we tal ked about this a lot, frankly -- and | felt
sort of strongly about this -- at the end, said | didn't
think we should do this, because this was a case where we
save noney, but my concern was there was too nuch val ue
going forward for the nation, nore value now, in this kind
of war, than ever in the past. So, we decided not to pursue
it. It was just too long a leap. It wasn't worth the
noney.

Admral Cark: 1'Il just piggyback. W |ooked at
out sourcing, just sending them everywhere. W |ooked at

outsourcing en nmasse to a site. W |ooked at splitting the

outsource, put sone of it at the -- we | ooked at all kinds

of things. 1In the end, fourth-generation warfare, you're

going to -- this is a battle for ideas and ideals.
Chairman Principi: 1'mglad you re not consolidating

West Poi nt and Annapol i s.

[ Laught er. ]

Chai rman Principi: Thank you very much. Further
guestions?

General Hill: Yes. | just have one question. As |'ve
|istened to the discussion over the |ast couple of hours, I
think that we have touched on, if I'mnot m staken, all of
the maj or base closures, mnus |Ingleside and Pascagoul a.

And what |'d like to do in the public and on the record,
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coul d you discuss the rationale for the closure of both of

those and either alternatives that you | ooked at -- and |
know you' || get it in the data, but for the record?

Thank you.

Admral Cdark: Well, in Pascagoula, we had -- wth
some decommi ssi oni ngs that have -- are schedul ed, sone
taki ng place, sonme scheduled to take place -- the size of
that force had shrunk considerably. Again, a -- this is
about -- think about tough choices -- a relatively new base

that has matured nicely, but when you got the mlitary-val ue

piece of it, with this -- the shrinking force set and |'ve

got 288 ships in the Navy today, that was a driving factor.
Wth regard to Ingleside, we've all -- we have

addressed the nmovenent of the mne warfare structure, and

we're -- actually, this is part of the -- again, mlitary
value at the top of the list, then |ooking at -- since we've
put that base in place, | now have ny mne warfare assets

postured around the world in a totally different way, with
home ports -- and actually we're swappi ng sone of those
Crews now.

And then you look to the future and Littoral Conbatant
Ship delivers, and we're going to a nore and nore unmanned
vehi cl e, unmanned under-the-water, unmanned on-the-surface,
and unmanned air, and those are going to be in other ports,

and we thought that mlitary-val ue pi ece wei ghed heavily
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with the synergy, with the helicopter novenents, and so
forth.

General Hill: Okay, thank you.

Chai rman Principi: General Newton?

General Newton: Madam Secretary, | was just thinking
about, Wat considerations did you give to critical skills
as we do the various noves, realignnments and/ or cl osures?
Qoviously, critical skills are becom ng an inportant subject
that we're tal king about around the country, both in the
mlitary and in industry. Can you share with us what
consi derations you m ght have given to brain-drain at
various | ocations?

Ms. Davis: Certainly within our process, as you m ght
i magi ne, in looking at operational closures, the majority of
the folks that we are dealing with are Active Duty mlitary,
who, frankly, go where the Navy and Marine Corps send them

And so, that notion of brain-drain internally to -- in our
i nternal analysis, we were concerned about the ability of
pl aces to absorb the force, but we didn't have quite the
same i ssue as was di scussed, and discussed pretty heavily,
wWithin the joint cross-service groups.

I know, fromour interplay with our representatives in
the JCSGs, that particularly in discussion on depot
mai nt enance and in the technical arena, that becane a key

aspect of their deliberations on what recommendations to
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nmove forward to the IEC, to nake sure that if noves were
contenpl ated, that they had | ooked hard to make sure that
there were folks either willing to nove, just given the
nature of the discipline, or that there was sufficient
potential on the other end for the right skill sets to be
enpl oyed.

General Newton: Ckay, thank you.

Chai rman Principi: M. Skinner?

M. Skinner: Well, first of all, | know | speak on
behal f of all of us, thank you very nmuch for all your hard
work. | knowthis is a lot of long hours, and you've got
other things to do that are so inportant, so | think we all
appreciate the very thorough and conpl ete job.

Admral Cark, | think one of the initiatives that
you' ve put into place that will be | ong renenbered and wl |
be of real value is the Sea Swap Program | think it
basically changes the way, in its new thinking, that it's
got incredible benefits to the -- especially the hunman-
resource issues that you face. Do you perceive that, as we
redesi gn ships and nmake facilities available to accombdate
the Sea Swap, that it'll give you additional flexibility as
to where you can train and where you can deploy? It appears
tonme it could go -- it goes well beyond just not having to
nove the ship back and forth and duplicate novenents and

what it does for the famlies, but it also appears to ne
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that it opens a |lot of opportunities. 1'd just be curious
on your observations there.
Adm ral Cark: | absolutely believe so. 1In fact, you

know, transformation is an overused word maybe today. This

is probably nore. This is probably a revolution. | believe
it will change the Navy forever in character, content, and
responsi veness. Wiat | also believe is that -- LCS and
roll-on/roll-off and plug-and-play -- it will never be the
same. And what, fundanentally, wll -- | do believe,
ultimately, bases will be redesigned.

Now, they're not -- | don't have that plan yet,
because, renenber, | have been at this for three years, but
| -- it's been an experinent, a real-world experinent. 1've

got two destroyers doing it now on the East Coast this year,
and our next task is to go bigger. Wat will happen is that
we wll ultimately have -- we'll do multi-crewi ng for ships.
So, | don't know the nunber, but | think it's about eight
crews for five ships. This year, our top priority is, we're
buil ding a 21st-century human-capital strategy, which is a
zero- based chal l enging view of all the assunptions we ever
made about the way we invest in the growmh and the
devel opnent of people. This is going to -- this, on top of
what we're doing here, is going to change everything. The
delivery systens for growh and devel opnment are going to

change. And, you know, that's a bunper-sticker. It is
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about the delivery systems. And technology is going to
allowus to do this in different ways, which will change the
nature of the waterfront and the base itself. W'Il put it
on the waves and on, you know, the technology, on the IT,
and so forth.

So, | believe that, yeah, this is a precursor and a
feeder of future change that is going to be revolutionary.

M. Skinner: It's great to see that passion. | teach
a course in |leadership at Kellogg, and passion is one of the
things I teach about |eaders, and you' ve certainly got it on
t hat .

So, what has the reaction of the sailors been?

Admral Cark: Well, let ne tell you, this has had
high interest, and you can inagine, fromall the different
parties and communities. W had CBOto a study on this.

But | had nmy -- the conmander of the surface forces was a
guy nanmed Tim LaFleur. He retired recently. And LaFleur --
their analysis shows that one of the four crews on one of
the ships was right at the average Navy retention. By the
way, | said it's higher than it's ever been in history. And
three of the crews were above the average, they are in a
depl oyed posture, so you understand what that pressure is
all about. And, let ne tell you, it was amazing, though.

Do you know what the biggest issue was? The nanme on the

ball cap. Unit pride. Young people, about team buil ding.
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So, | believe this was step one. Step two or three or four

will be about dividing that crewinto a series of 20 teans,
all led by an officer, a petty officer in charge. And now
you'l |l nove teans independently. But you can't do that

until you can now train in totally different ways wth
synthetic and sinmulation trainers. So, this is going to
change everyt hi ng.

M. Skinner: Well, it's very exciting.
Congr at ul ati ons.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

M. Secretary, Admral d ark, General Hagee, Secretary
Davi s, thank you so nuch for your time, your responses, and
your testinony this afternoon. Very, very helpful to the
Conmi ssi on.

Secretary England: M. Chairman, again, we don't
appear before you, but all of our resources are avail abl e,
all of our data. And, just ask, you wll find us very, very
responsi ve.

Chai rman Principi: Thank you.

[ Wher eupon, at 3:50 p.m, the hearing was adjourned. ]
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